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AMERICAN 
JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY 

Vol. XXVI, 3. Whole No. 103. 

I.— THE ORIGIN AND MEANING OF THE ANCIENT 
CHARACTERS OF STYLE. 

Cicero, in the third book de Oratore, pleading for an ideal 
union of philosophy statesmanship and eloquence in the person 
of the orator — a union such as he finds exemplified in the sophists 
of fifth century Greece — describes with much picturesqueness 
the divorce of the arts of thought and speech, which before had 
been one under the common name of philosophy. 1 As such 
a unit Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and Isocrates had conceived of 
their field and instructed their pupils. But Socrates, though 
himself a product of this comprehensive conception and a type 
of the versatile skill which it produced, had brought in division 
and usurped for the science of thought that designation which 
thinkers, orators, and statesmen had before enjoyed in common. 
Hence arose a division almost as of soul and body, so that the 
teaching of thought and expression was no longer one and the 
same. 

The sharp outlines of the antithesis as described by Cicero 
do not in the widest sense correspond to the historical develop- 
ment as it can be traced; 2 they do, however, agree essentially 
with such pictures as the Gorgias and the Phaedrus present, in 
which, in concrete and almost plastic form, we have set over 

'De Or. Ill 56: hanc cogitandi pronuntiandique rationem vimque dicendi 
veteres Graeci sapientiam nominabant. lb. 60 : cum nomine appellarentur 
uno.quodomnis rerum optimarum cognitio atque in eis exercitatio philosophia 
nominaretur. See also 60 and 61 for the text following. 

2 See von Arnim, Dio von Prusa (Berlin, 1898), ch. 1. 
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against each other the two rival arts, dialectic (philosophy) and 
rhetoric, and the beginnings of that hostility which in one form 
or another — and in spite of many efforts at reconciliation, such 
as Cicero's — continued down to late antiquity. 1 The rhetoricians, 
looking upon themselves as the heirs of the early sophists, still 
claimed ' philosophy ' as the proper designation of their activity, 
and on the other hand the philosophers were fond of indicating 
the nature and scope of a true or ideal rhetoric. 

Of such attempts the earliest, and in its wide-reaching in- 
fluence the most important, is that contained in the latter part 
of the Phaedrus. It is of course no more than an outline, drawn 
with conscious antithesis to the rhetorical treatises of the con- 
temporary sophists — Theodorus Gorgias Thrasymachus and 
others. 2 First of all, the foundations of the art will consist of the 
same capacity for exact logical analysis and synthesis, based 
upon a true knowledge of things, as is demanded of the dialec- 
tician (266 AB, 260 D, 262 A). But oratory is the art of enchant- 
ing the soul (ijrvxayaiyia), and therefore to the dialectical attainments 
before enumerated, must be added a genuine knowledge of 
human souls, their varieties, differences, susceptibilities, etc. 
(271 D). Thus the true rhetorician will strive to do by reasoned 
method that which the sophistical rhetoric had sought to teach 
by mechanical rules or by the mere example of passages to be 
learned. But in this sketch of a ' true rhetoric ' no mention is 
made of a special doctrine of style— nor need we wonder. For 
in spite of the fact that among the resources for the attainment 
of the yjfvxayoyia, at which all aimed, purely stylistic means — the 
Gorgianic figures, rhythm, etc. — played a most important role, 
yet it does not appear that a special doctrine of style apart from 
invention and arrangement had yet been formulated. 3 For the 
separation of matter or thought (Vpaypiru) from the forms of 
expression is not an easy abstraction. In the pre-Aristotelian 
rhetoric the division of the subject was concrete, based upon the 
oration itself — prooemium, narrative, argument, epilogue, and 
under each of these heads all the necessary instruction was 

1 De Or. Ill 72 : postea dissociati, ut exposui, a Socrate diserti a doctis . . . 
philosophi eloquentiam despexerunt, oratores sapientiam. 

! On the nature of the tsx v 1 piroptK?) of the sophists see the suggestive 
discussion of Gercke in Hermes 32 (1897), pp. 341-359- 

3 Cf. Gercke 1. c. p. 355- 
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contained, belonging more or less indistinguishably in part to 
invention and in part to style. 

The outlines which Plato affords we find carried out in detailed 
treatment by Aristotle. 1 The Platonic points of view (apart from 
some rather essential differences of conception as to the relation 
of dialectic and rhetoric to philosophy as a whole) are absolved 
in the first two books of the Rhetoric as it has come down to us. 2 
In book I Aristotle aims to establish a new foundation for 
rhetoric, which shall make of it as exact an instrument of proof 
as the practical uses of the art admit of. Argument is to be con- 
ducted by enthymeme and example, which are merely forms of 
the syllogism and induction of dialectic. Rhetoric is therefore 
essentially a form of dialectic, 3 adapted to the conditions which 
are imposed upon it by the nature of the audience to which it 
appeals. The proofs are the essential thing and enthymemes are 
the very heart of proof (<rS>pa rfc mo-reat). The most efficient 
orator accordingly will be the one most skilled in enthy- 
memes (1355 a, 3-14). The technicians therefore who pay no 
attention to the treatment of the proofs nor to the resources by 
which one may become skilled in enthymemes (1354 b, 21), and 
who devote themselves to other things, such as the nature of 
prooemiums, narratives, etc., have devoted themselves to things 
which are apart from the actual issue (ra ?|<» rot) npaynaroi). 

1 Spengel, Uber die Rhetorik des Aristoteles. Abhlg. d. Munch. Akad. 1851. 

2 Book I deals essentially with the peculiarly Aristotelian adaptation of 
dialectic to the purposes of rhetoric, the construction in short of a rhetorical 
dialectic, while book II discusses the psychological basis of the appeal out- 
side of the facts (rd ffw tov 7rpaypaTOQ) — the ijmx a 7 u y' la of the Phaedrus. 
That the Aristotelian definition of rhetoric does not contemplate a doctrine 
of style was noted by Quinfilian (II 15, 13 nihil nisi inventionem complecti- 
tur). It has further been observed that in the first two books there are no 
anticipatory references to book III and that this book is not included in the 
distribution of matter made at either the beginning of book I or II, while on 
the other hand in the portion of book III irepi Atfewf (1-12) there are no 
references to the two preceding books except at the beginning. For the 
whole matter see Marx, Aristoteles' Rhetorik, Berichte d. sachs. Akad. phil. 
hist. kl. vol. 52 (1900) p. 241 ff. If we add that the catalogue of Diogenes 
Laert. names the Rhetoric as consisting of only two books, it will seem very 
probable that books I and II presented what was meant to be a complete 
theory of rhetoric, without giving any place to a doctrine of style whatsoever. 

3 The various terms by which Aristotle designates this relation are: avri- 
OTpotpo; (ri) SialenriKiJ) ' corresponding ' or ' parallel,' 1 1 init.; irapaupvef 'offshoot ' 
I 2, 1356 a, 25 ; fiopiov ti ml Aftoia (d/ioiu/ia) 1356 a, 31. 
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Their aim is to put the judge (or audience) in a certain frame of 
mind favorable to their cause, irrespective of proof. That this is 
a matter of importance for the orator Aristotle does not deny ; 
" for we give very different judgments under the influence of pain 
or pleasure, love or hate" (1356 a, 15) : his criticism is that the 
technicians look to this and this only in their treatises (16). 
That it is a legitimate part of rhetoric he concedes, and promises 
to take it up in detail when he comes to speak jrepl t&v rraSav. 
This sharp contrast in point of view between Aristotle and his 
predecessors is summarized briefly near the beginning of the 
treatise (1354 a, 13) : the proofs are the only artistic ({Vt^i-ok) 
aspects of rhetoric ; all else is surplusage. 1 The two points of 
view may be summed up in the words with which the naBq — the 
extraneous matter to the treatment of which the earlier techni- 
cians had devoted themselves — are characterized (1354 a, 17) : 

(i) ov ircpi toO irpayparos f<rriv, 
(2) aWa npos rov diKaarrjv, 

To both of these considerations Aristotle aims to contribute some- 
thing new: to the first (n-ep< toO irpayiiaros) by outlining a 
method of dialectical proof, which earlier theorists had wholly 
neglected ; to the second (npos t6>> Sucao-Tr/v) by basing the ap- 
peal to the audience upon an accurate analysis of the characters 
of men and their emotions, in place of the empirical precepts 
(or examples) which the rhetoricians had indicated for each part 
of the oration. 

If the Rhetoric were a work of perfect symmetry and co-ordi- 
nation of parts (' aus einem Guss, ' as Brandis said) we might 
have expected that the portion of the third book which deals with 
style should correspond to the main outlines of the two preceding 
books. In such case it would have been conceivable, or even 
natural, that a differentiation of style should have been made 
corresponding to the two divisions of the argument which we 
have observed, viz. : a stylistic form suited to proof or demon- 
stration, and a second having regard to that which lies outside 

1 That Aristotle has with some inconsistency over-emphasized the signifi- 
cance of enthymeme for rhetorical proof Marx (1. c. p. 289) points out, show- 
ing that, if he here be taken strictly at his word, the doctrine of v®1 and 
7rdt>i7 is excluded from the ir'toreis ivrtxvoi. Marx uses this inconsistency as 
evidence for his theory of the Rhetoric as an v-Kofivrjfia axo^mdv. 
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the actual proof, and looking to an ' ethical ' or emotional effect 
upon the listener or judge. 

Aristotle recognizes that both declamation and style as em- 
ployed in practical rhetoric in his time are significant chiefly be- 
cause of the debased character of the audience (oia ttjv tov anpoaTov 
lioxBijpiav) and are therefore instruments for the perversion of 
justice. Strict justice (fiUaiov) demands that the question at 
issue should be settled on the merits of the case itself (alrois 
rots npayiiaoi) ; for everything apart from the strict proof is 
really superfluous. This applies most to declamation, but in a 
less degree to style also ; for differences in the mode of expres- 
sion have some effect on the actual communication of the thought 
(npos to SrjXSnrat), but not so much as is commonly believed, 
and in fact the devices of style are a mere display and look to an 

effect upon the listener (dXX' airapra (pavTaaia tovt eori xat npbs 

top aKpoaTqv): no one has ever thought of teaching geometry 
in such a fashion. Style (as also delivery) should in strict 
justice aim at nothing more than neither to give pain nor 

pleasure (to Sikoiop pr/Sep nXeia £r]Tetp nepi top \6yop fj i>s prjTe \tmetp 

pj]T cvcppa'ipetp 14043,4).' Such a style, a fitting instrument 
for the ipdvp,t]fiaTtKos of book one, had Aristotle chosen to 
outline it, would have looked solely to the argument, and 
would have been the stylistic counterpart of the mortis lp 
alrm t£ -npayiMTi. But this he has not done (perhaps because 
he deemed an art of mere plain speaking superfluous) and he 
proceeds in the subsequent chapters to set forth a theory of style 
which conforms in general to the standards of Isocratean prose — 
a theory which frankly looks beyond mere perspicuity to an 
emotional effect upon the listener. It is npos top aKpoarrip. 

That such is the case will not perhaps be immediately conceded, 
and it may be argued that the first requisite of style which Aris- 
totle demands is clearness. To be sure if he demanded clearness 
and clearness only (as has been commonly said of his stylistic 
theory) 2 every requisite of a pragmatic unemotional style would 
be met. But it will be observed that in his definition of the excel- 

1 That is, the emotional element or appeal should be entirely eliminated, for 
this is the agency which distorts judgment and affords the basis for the per- 
version of the facts. See II 1, 1378 a, 20 Icrt 6e ra nady 6i' baa /ierajiaHovT^ 
dixuptpomi n-pof rdf Kpiaeic, die Eirsrai Tivtttj ml tj&ovt] kt'K. and I 2, 1356 a, 15 ov yap 
ifMias airodidofi£v ra( uplasig ~Kimo^fi£voi nai xaipovreg kt'K, 

2 See the writer's paper on The Peripatetic Mean of Style, etc. in A. J. P. 
XXV (1904) p. 129. 
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lence of style, 1 while clearness is, to be sure, the first quality 
named, it is yet named merely as indispensable to the function 
of language as a means of communication, and so preliminary 
to any other desirable qualities. These are covered by the 
second demand that style shall be appropriate {irpeivovo-av). This 
relationship of the two parts of the definition appears most clearly 
from the similar definition of the excellence of style in the Poetics 
(ch. 22 init.): 'The perfection of style is to be clear and not 
mean. The style which uses only common or proper words is 
in the highest degree clear ; at the same time it is mean,' i. e. not 
appropriate. Indeed, as the appropriate in Aristotle's definition 
of style is the category under which most of his observations 
looking to embellishment fall, so also is it the doorway through 
which distortion or perversion of the abstract truth is admitted 
to rhetoric. 'A style which is appropriate . . . invests the 
subject with persuasive efficacy. For the mind is cheated into 
a persuasion that the orator is speaking with sincerity, because 
under such circumstances men stand affected in that manner: 
so that people suppose things to be even as the speaker states 
them, what though in reality they are not '.* 

As the ideal of argument and adjudication is to rest upon the 
merits of the case, so the ideal form of expression in such a 
controversy would be to seek nothing more than a colorless 
objectivity in stylistic form, evoking neither pain nor pleasure, 
like a demonstration in geometry. In such a style intelligibility 
would be the only consideration, though from an artistic point 
of view the language might not be appropriate, but mean; that 
is, the language of the speaker might in no wise conform to the 
magnitude or emotional significance of the issue at stake. 3 

In such considerations there are suggested two aspects of 
language which might have afforded a truly generic analysis 

1 Rhet. Ill 2 upla&u Xe%eu$ aperf/ aatyrj uvai (ar/peiov yap on 6 Aoyof df lav 
pi/ dqhoi oil iroiTjaei rb iavrov epyov) nal pyre raizuvrpi uqre vrrep to a^iupa, dXAd 
irpeTvovaav. 

2 Rhet. Ill 7, 1408 a, 19 ff. (Oxford Translation). 

3 The late rhetoricians are fond of reducing passages of the orators marked 
by great feeling to their bare intellectual content for the sake of illustrating 
the orator's power. See for example the treatment of the famous oath in the 
De Corona in the treatise on the Sublime, ch. 16. Cicero, in Brutus 115, says 
of the defense of Rutilius Rufus by Q. Mucius Scaevola, that he spoke enu- 
cleate et polite ut solebat, nequaquam autem ea vi atque copia quam genus 
illud iudicii et magnitudo causae postulabat. 
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of style: (i) language as an objective colorless medium for the 
statement of fact or the expression of thought (npiiypara), and 
(2) language as a means of conveying (in addition to or as a 
part of the abstract thought) the color of the speaker's emotion 
or artistic feeling to his audience (npbs top aKpoarrfv). The attitude 
of Aristotle toward language of the latter type is not one of 
hostility to it as such — rather it is one of sympathetic appreciation ; 
it is only that, realizing its power, he deprecates the use of it as 
an instrument for the adjudication of questions of fact or right. 

Such hints of a fundamental analysis of style, or perhaps more 
specific utterances of Aristotle elsewhere, were the source of a 
division of language with reference to its end or purpose which 
Theophrastus made. The fragment is cited by Ammonius 1 and 

is as follows : Atrr?)? yap oCo-rjs rr}S tov \6yov (r^cVews, Ka&a btatptaep 6 
<pi\6o-o<pos Qc6(ppa<rTos, rrjs re irpos tovs aKpoapepovs, ols kcu crr)p.aiv€i Tt, 
Kat ttjs Trpoe to Trpdypara, vnep £>p 6 \eyap neio-at TTpoTiBtTat tovs uKpowpipovs , 
irepl pep t!jv o-%e(Tiv avrov ttjp irpos tovs aKpoards Karayipoprai TtoitjriKrj kq\ 
pTfTopiKr), dwrrep epyop avTais eKkeyto-Bai re Ta o-eppoTfpa Tap opoparap, 
a\\a pfj ret Kotpa teat SeSrjpevpe'pa, kq\ Tavra e'vappoviois o~vpirkeK€tp aAAjyXoiff, 
&o~T€ Bia rovTiap koX twp toCtois erropepoop, otop aaqSrjvetas yKvKvrrjTOS Kat 
tg>v aWeop IBeatv en re pa<po\oytas Kat (5pa)(v\oyias, Kara Katpbv irdvTWP 
7rapa\a/jt^apopepap t rjaal re top dicpoaTrjp Ka\ fKir\rj£ai Ka\ npbs ttjp iretdat 
\ftpaBepTa e\etp t ttjs be ye rrpbs Ta npdypaTa tov \6yov (r^effeaif 6 <pt\6o-o<pos 
7rporjyovpepa>s e'ntpeKr/o-eTai to t« \jfevbos bteXeyxav Kat to dXij#er diro8(tKpvs, 
kt\. 

' Language is divided into two types, according to the philoso- 
pher Theophrastus, the one having reference to the hearers, the 
other to the matter concerning which the speaker aims to con- 
vince his audience. To the division with reference to the hearers 
belong poetry and rhetoric. Therefore its function is to choose 
the more stately words, and not those which are common or 
vulgar, and to interweave them with each other harmoniously, 
to the end that, by means of them and the effects which result 
from the employment of them, such as vividness, sweetness and 
other qualities of style, together with studied expansion and 
contraction, all employed at the suitable moment, the listener 
shall be charmed and moved and, with respect to intellectual 
persuasion, overmastered. The division looking to the matter 

1 In Aristotelis De Interpretatione Com. p. 65, 31 (ed. Berol. 1897). 
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will be the especial concern of the philosopher, refuting the false 
and setting forth the true'. 

From the fundamental nature of this division it would seem 
that it may have formed a part of the introductory considerations 
to the treatise ir«pl Xf^ims. 1 But though it may have been found 
there, yet it is probable (as is suggested by the fragment itself 
as well as by the character of the other attested fragments) that 
Theophrastus, like Aristotle, only discussed in detail the \6yosirpor 
tovs aKpompepovs — language in its artistic aspects. The \6yos rrpbs 
to vpdynara was adduced to mark off the whole territory of Xf'|n, 
but I see no evidence to show that it was a subject of further 
treatment. I have spoken of this analysis as generic, and it 
perhaps will be right to name as species under the first class 
n-oiijTiKij and pijTopiKi/ which are assigned to it. In the second 
division, however, it would seem that the genus scarcely admits 
of subdivision into species. Philosophy is adduced as one of 
the most important (jrpotjyovptvms e'rr»p«Xi)cr€ra«) fields for the employ- 
ment of the Xoyot rrpbs to. wpdypara, but it is only as an illustration, 
which might have been drawn from any other conceivable 
subject-matter: 2 the reference is to language as an objective 
medium for the statement of fact or thought, wherever and by 
whomsoever used. 3 

That there is a hint of this analysis of language in Aristotle has 
been shown, and it will be noted too that the names with which the 
two stylistic forms are designated — rrpos ra irpa.yp.aTa and irpbs robs 
anpoapivovs — correspond essentially to the two aspects of proof 

1 To which it is assigned by M. Schmidt, De Theophrasto rhetore, Halle, 
1839 (Progr.), but it is not alluded to by Rabe, De Theophrasti libris mpl 
Aefeuf, Bonn, 1889 (Diss.). 

5 It will be recalled that Aristotle contrasts the usual language of rhetoric 
(irpbi; tov aKpoarijv) with the method of presentation in geometry (III I, 1404 a, 

II). 

3 The fragment is commented on briefly by Prantl (Gesch. d. Logik, vol. I 
P- 35 1 ) wno seems to have seen in it a deeper philosophical meaning than 
it contains, and he assumes that the distinction here drawn is between the 
Peripatetic true logic or apodeictic, and dialectic. Zeller no^es his error and 
corrects it II 3 2 p. 821, and he further observes very justly (ib. 867 n. 4) that 
Theophrastus refers merely to stylistic form and in no sense contemplates an 
exhaustive distinction between rhetoric and poetry on the one hand and 
philosophy on the other. One other allusion to the fragment is cited by Busse 
(the editor of Ammonius) from an unpublished source, p. XXIII of his edition. 
It uses the analysis of Theophrastus to characterize the style of the De In- 
terpretatione. 
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which Aristotle recognized : the pragmatic or dialectical (Jv airy 
r£ irpayfiaTi), and that which lies outside of the facts and looks to 
an emotional effect upon the judge or listener (npos rbv duuurnjv, 
a<poarrjv). It is in the explicit recognition of a type of language 
or style corresponding to the pragmatic aspects of proof, and in 
the sharp separation of this from the artistic and emotional as- 
pect of language, that Theophrastus has advanced beyond his 
master. It is, however, to be observed that, on the evidence of 
our fragment at least, the Ao'yos n-por to wpdypara is not assigned a 
function in rhetoric, and that in this respect again there is agree- 
ment with Aristotle. For just as the latter merely suggests that 
it would be right in judicial disputes to employ an entirely color- 
less style, allowing the case to be fought out on its merits (ro?r 
■npayp.au>. ayavifaBai) , and yet proceeds to set forth a theory of 
artistic prose, so Theophrastus, while defining a pragmatic style, 
yet assigns rhetoric as a whole to the \6yos npbs tovs axpowpinotis. 
The position is obviously not wholly logical. For when once a 
method of strict objective argument had been devised for rhetoric 
it would seem natural that a corresponding doctrine of style 
should follow it. But it may be that Theophrastus, with discern- 
ing vision, recognized the impossibility of ever applying to prac- 
tical rhetoric the rigorous demands of pragmatic proof which 
Aristotle had outlined ; that it was useless to hope for a treat- 
ment of any part of rhetoric which did not look beyond the ab- 
stract argument to an emotional effect upon the listener. Such at 
all events seem to be the implications of the place to which 
rhetoric is assigned in our fragment, and they are confirmed by 
the dictates of historical observation and practical sense. 

But the matter was not to rest here, and the pragmatic style 
which Theophrastus had defined was destined soon to claim the 
place in rhetoric which logically belonged to it from the Aristote- 
lian analysis of the kinds of proof. With the growing influence 
of philosophy on Greek education and life, which is one of the 
chief characteristics of the third and second centuries B. c, more 
and more attention was given to the strictly logical phases of 
rhetoric. The Stoics especially with much acuteness (in spite of 
their pedantry and scholasticism) developed out of the Peripatetic 
apodeictic and dialectic a practical logic available for the demands 
of every-day life, 1 and in rhetoric they found the widest field for its 

1 See Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft, vol. I p. 279 ff. 
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application. At their hands the dialectical aspects of rhetorical 
proof, which Aristotle had inaugurated, received minute atten- 
tion, and particular rules for its application to every conceivable 
type of case or situation were formulated. Their results were, it 
seems certain, the chief source of Hermagoras' doctrine of in- 
vention, and through him they passed into the common body of 
rhetorical precept which the earliest post-Aristotelian treatises 
present. Rhetorical proof was conceived of as a problem or in- 
vestigation {(rjTrjfia is the term of Hermagoras), and rhetoric made 
claim to the territory of exact demonstration. The point of view 
is characteristic for the mental attitude of the period of Herma- 
goras and the century antecedent to him, in which nearly all in- 
tellectual activity bears the stamp of scientific method, or at least 
of a striving after it. That such methods aimed at an ideal of 
more exact argument and adjudication, and sought to carry into 
effect the higher purposes of rhetoric which Aristotle had con- 
ceived cannot blind us to the futility of the effort, at a period 
when the intellectual strength of antiquity was beginning to wane, 
to replace the persuasion of eloquence by the persuasion of logical 
reasoning. 1 In spite of the influence of the Stoics and the great 
popularity which the system of Hermagoras enjoyed for a time, 
rhetoric continued to be, as it had always been, primarily an in- 
strument of emotional appeal. 

But this traditional and, in the ultimate analysis, essential as- 
pect of rhetoric was in large measure excluded from early Stoic 
treatment by the general doctrine of airddeta which dominated 
their whole philosophy. That, in fact, as well as in theory the 
Stoics endeavored to realize their ideal of close reasoning and plain 
speaking, is evinced by many concrete examples, one of which 
in the person of the noble Rutilius Rufus will confront us later. 

From a stylistic point of view their position corresponded to 
the minute attention which they paid to pragmatic proof, and 
to their repudiation of the emotional features of rhetoric. Their 
doctrine of style was in fact an elaboration of the \6yos npoe ra 
npayixara. Its first quality was correctness and purity of the con- 
versational Idiom (as opposed to the poetical and elaborated style 
of conventional rhetoric 2 ) : — 'eXXijuctjios piv olv i<m cppdais a&idnrcoToc 

1 See the excellent characterization of the relation of Hermagoras' rhetoric 
to the tendencies of the time, in Thiele's Hermagoras, pp. 24-27. 

2 Cf. Demetrius 77 (in description of the x n P aiiT VP peyafoirponfc) : rrjv 6i 
Xk^iv Trepirrrjv elvat del Kal £%ii~A,\ayp,F.vi]v Kal aavi'ijOq fiaXkov ■ ... 7] de Kvpia Kal 
ovvij'&Tjf; catftj/c !*? v , "^eiTij fit Kal evaarafpovyTo^. Cf. Poetics ch. 22 init. 
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4v Tjj t<x»ik£ koI iii) eUala owr\6tiq. Next clearness, aiming merely 
at the exact representation of the thought : — oa<t>fjveia oV «m X«'|ir 
yvapifiac TtapnTTaaa to voovptvov. Third brevity, limiting utterance 
to just that which was necessary to set forth the matter : o-vvTopia 

6V e<7Tt Xf'£ir avra to avayKaia 7rtpie)(ov(Ta trpbs brp\aio-iv tov npayparos. 

Fourth appropriateness, but not the Xf'£ir irpeirovaa of the wide 
range which we have found in Aristotle, not an appropriateness* 
looking to the character of the audience, the speaker, the occa- 
sion, etc., 1 but merely of the word to the thing : — npiirov 8« e'o-n 
Xf'|if olntla ra irpaypan.* Positive ornament their system does not 
inculcate, at most only avoidance of the vulgar (the tlnata avvt)6na) 

— KaraaKivfi oV com X/£ir CKirccpcvyvla. top t8ta>Tio-p6v. In all of these 

definitions the emphasis, or rather exclusive attention, which is 
given to the function of language purely as a means of expressing 

thought — yvcopipas 7rapiaTaaa t6 voovftctov, irpoi bqXatriv tov irpdyparos, 

aiKfia ra> wpaypaTi — reveals its affinity with Theophrastus' Xdyor irpbs 
to irpdypaTa. It is probable too that the stress which is laid upon 
grammatical purity and correctness, under 'EXX^io-^or, has its 
origin in the same desire to make language an exact vehicle of 
expression, not loose as might be the tendency of ordinary collo- 
quial speech (<V rrj Tc^viKjj Ka\ pfj (iKtiiq crvvrjBcta). 

Whether the early Stoic rhetoric paid any attention to other 
forms of proof than the mo-rets ev airw t<» irpaypari it is impossible 

1 It is defined by Dionysius de Lysia 9 as having reference irp6<; re rbv 
AeyovTa ical ir/>dc rot>c anavovraq xalnpdf to rrpdyfia, with manifest reference to 
the Aristotelian analysis of the irforwc. Still more comprehensively by Cic. 
de Or. Ill 21a, Or. 71 and 123. Cf. Arist. Poetics 25, 1461 a, 5. 

2 The exaggerated attention paid to Kvpioloyia, proprietas verborum, in the 
Stoic rhetoric (and its descendants) is the practical manifestation of this pre- 
cept. It came at times to absorb almost the whole attention of stylists and 
literary students. Gellius and Fronto are for us the chief priests of the cult, 
but it goes far back of them and was a characteristic trait of all the Roman 
Atticists. See Fronto p. 62 ff. (Naber). 

3 The definitions are found in Diog. Laert. (life of Zeno) VII 59. It is now 
generally agreed that they are derived from Diogenes of Babylon. Cf. 
Schepss, De Soloecismo p. 23 and Reitzenstein, M. Terentius Varro, etc., 
(Leipz., 1901) in the addenda. It is probably early Stoic theory of style which 
is found in Varro (in a passage defending the Stoic standpoint of anomaly 
against analogy) L. L. VIII 26: the purpose (finis) of language is utilitas 
and its only virtues are clearness and brevity. Words have no other use than 
as the symbols of things cum utilitatis causa verba ideo sint imposita rebus ut 
eas significant. For other indications of the stylistic point of view of Stoicism 
see Quint. XI 3, 10 and esp. XII 10, 40. 

*See Cicero De Or. Ill 49 init. 
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to say with certainty. It is likely, however, that it did not. 1 But 
in the Peripatetic school, so far as attention was paid to rhetoric 
at all, the Aristotelian division of the jrior«t continued to be the 
prevailing one, and from this source is derived the analysis of 
the officio, oratoris which most later treatises present. Aristotle's 
analysis admits of interpretation as either twofold or threefold. 
It may be looked upon either as defining the proofs contained in 
the subject-matter itself and those outside of it (t<j ?|w ra>v rrpay/idrav) 
or the latter again may be subdivided into ij6t] and jrd&j. The 
threefold definition of the officio, oratoris into docere, conciliare, 
movere, corresponding to a conception of the Aristotelian division 
as threefold, is the form in which the matter is best known. It is 
first found to my knowledge in Cicero de Oratore II 115, and its 
subsequent occurrence (in Quintilian and later Roman rhetoric} 
seems to be due to this source. 

But of earlier date and wider diffusion is the interpretation of 
Aristotle as affording a twofold division ; and this in fact is the 
more logical one. For even in the case of the threefold division 
of Cicero, it appears from several passages that the three functions 
are in reality thought of as two. 2 To such a division Quintilian 
alludes in expressing his preference for the Ciceronian threefold 
analysis : haec enim clarior divisio quam eorum qui totum opus 
in res et adfectus partiuntur (III 5, 2). 3 

1 Cf. Quint. V pref. I : fuerunt et clari quidem auctores, quibus solum 
videretur oratoris officium docere : namque et adfectus duplici ratione exclu- 
dendos putabant, etc. The point of view is obviously Stoic. It may be 
demonstrated by comparison with the utterances of Rutilius Rufus in Cic. 
de Or. I 227. 

*De Or. II 114 and esp. 178. 

5 Cf. Apsines, Spengel I *, p. 297, 2 tic fivo yap tldij 6 7rac \6yue. 6tatpelrat 
. . . to re irpayfia.Ti.Kbv nal to na&ijriKov. It is used by the Anon. Seguerianus 
(Spg. I 2 , p. 357, 9 ff) in a way to show with especial clearness its relation 
to Aristotle : ov yap del irpooi/uaoTEov. oTav yap pfj ira&or kxv to. Tvpa.yp.aTa oh 
TTpooifitaaTeav. . . . (23) devTepov, bTav Trd&oc pev ixVr ° ^ anpoaTT/t; pi) TrpooiriTai 
tov efw TCiv irpaypA-Tuv \6yov ijroi OTrsvdwv 7/ bpyi£6pevo£. Again, p. 378, 17 (of 
the TrlffTScg svTexvor.) sidy tie aVT&v dvo, t6 te aTrb tov Trd&ov<; nai to airo tov 
TtpaypaTof. Dionysius nowhere, I think, expressly defines the officia oratoris, 
but his language in several places reveals that he conceives of them as two. 
Dem. 4 to Si&d^ai and to naTaixXri^ aadai ; ib. 44 aixaTii kou xpvxayuyia and StSaxv 
Kaliofeksia. So also the Auct. ad Herenn. II. 29, 46: item vitiosum est id 
augere quod convenit docere, and implicitly in many other places. It was such 
a division which Cicero found in the Academic-Peripatetic source of his Part. 
Orat. where in 5 invention is thus distributed : ut inveniat (orator) quern ad 
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We have already seen that the Stoics had developed a stylistic 
■doctrine corresponding to the pragmatic argumentation to which 
their rhetoric chiefly looked, a stylistic doctrine which may fairly 
be designated as the elaboration of the Theophrastean \6yos npbg 
to npdynara. Further it cannot be doubted that Peripatetic 
writers upon rhetoric, or rhetoricians under the influence of the 
Peripatetic school, must at an early time have made the logical 
connection between the \6yos irpbs to irpdypara and the correspond- 
ing chapter of the argument itself— the mortis iv avra rm irpdyp.aTi. 

When this was once done rhetoric had forthwith defined for it- 
self two styles corresponding to its two functions. But although 
the step was an inevitable one, and facilitated by the fact that the 
Stoics had shown what the characteristics and theory of such a 
pragmatic style would be, yet the actual record of this advance 
in rhetorical theory is not preserved. 

But in the earliest treatise which we possess after the long break 
in our record, the incomplete work of the youthful Cicero, we find 
a tacit or implied recognition of two styles corresponding to the two 
aspects of the argument. The explicit definition of the matter 
was doubtless reserved for the portion de elocuiione (I 27) which 
was never written. In II 47 it is explained that there are two 
kinds of arguments, the special ones upon which rest the proofs 
for the particular case in hand, and certain general ones which 
are chiefly serviceable for their emotional appeal to the auditor. 1 
The kinds of loci communes are then enumerated and the pas- 
sage concludes with the following distinction between the pur- 
poses of the two kinds of argument and the methods of their 
stylistic treatment : II 51 hi et ceteri loci omnes communes ex 
eisdem praeceptis sumuntur quibus ceterae argumentationes 
(i. e. the special ones) ; sed illae tenuius et subtilius et acutius 
tractantur : hi autem gravius et ornatius et cum verbis turn etiam 
sententiis excellentibus ; in illis enim finis est ut id quod dicitur 
verum esse videatur : in his, tametsi hoc quoque videri oportet, 

modum fidem faciat eis quibus volet persuadere, et quem ad modum motum 
eorum animis adferat. The analysis of the whole subject is referred to these 
two points of view throughout. So, for example, the parts of the oration in 4 : 
quattuor (sunt partes orationis); earum duae valent ad rem docendam, narratio 
et confirmatio ; ad impellendos animos duae, principium et peroratio. 

1 II 49 nam turn conceditur commune quiddam dicere cum diligenter aliqui 
proprius causae locus tractatus est, et auditoris animus aut renovatur ad ea 
•quae restant, aut omnibus iam dictis exsuscitatur. 
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tamen finis est amplitudo. 1 Although the statement is made with 
reference to a particular subject and a particular class of argu- 
ments, yet it is clear that in the largest sense it summarizes the 
twofold aspects of rhetorical proof which we have thus far traced, 
the argument based upon the facts and looking to conviction 
and that which lies ?|o> t&v ■npaynamv? In this larger sense the 
matter is put in Part. Orat. 46 : argumentandi autem duo genera 
sunt, quorum alterum ad fidem directo spectat, alterum se inflectit 
ad motum. Of these the first is the orderly dialectical process of 
setting forth premises and conclusions, the second looks to change 
and variety in the order of argument and, in the stylistic form, 
the use of every variety of figurative speech. 3 

More explicitly than in these examples the two modes of argu- 
ment are used as the basis for the characterization of two oratorical 
styles in the well-known description of Galba and Laelius in Brutus 
89 : ex hac Rutilii narratione suspicari licet, cum duae summae 
sint in oratore laudes, una subtiliter disputandi ad docendum, 
altera graviter agendi ad animos audientium permovendos, mul- 
toque plus proficiat is qui inflammet iudicem quam ille qui 
doceat, elegantiam in Laelio, vim in Galba fuisse. The passage 
is an important one and I shall venture to tarry a moment in 
somewhat fuller explanation of it than has seemed necessary to 
the commentators on the text. Concerning the second of these 
summae in oratore laudes, nothing more need be said than the 
text affords : it is the emotional aspect of rhetoric, the ^vxaynyia 
which Aristotle complained of as the only thing which the earlier 
theorists took into account. The first — subtiliter disputare ad 
docendum — is the pragmatic argumentation looking merely to 
intellectual conviction or persuasion, which Aristotle had intro- 
duced into rhetoric and defined as the most essential part of the 
subject. The editors, of course, compare the other passages of 

1 See Victorinus ad loc. Halm, R. L. M. p. 272. Cf. also II 49 omnia autem 
omamenta elocutionis, in quibus et suavitatis et gravitatis plurimum consistit 
.... in communes locos conferuntur. 

* Similarly two kinds of narrative are distinguished in forensic cases, I 27 : 
unum genus est in quo ipsa causa et omnis ratio controversiae continetur ; 
alterum, in quo digressio aliqua extra causam, aut criminationis aut similitu- 
dinis aut delectationis non alienae ab eo negotio quo de agitur aut amplifica- 
tionis causa, interponitur. 

3 47 : est etiam ilia varietas in argumentando et non iniucunda distinctio, ut 
cum interrogamus nosmet ipsos aut percontamur aut imperamus aut optamus, 
quae sunt cum aliis compluribus sententiarum ornamenta. 
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Cicero which define instruction {docere) as the first of the three 
officio, oratoris. But they do not record the fact, significant for 
our inquiry, that this description is identical with the usual defini- 
tions of dialectic. 

The Aristotelian division of logic into a higher and a lower 
type — apodeictic and dialectic — did not in any vital way survive 
the early Peripatetic school. And indeed there was perhaps 
good reason why it should not survive ; since a distinction based 
upon the nature (the truth or untruth) of the premises is scarcely 
defensible. At all events the Stoics comprehended the whole 
method under their science of dialectic, and this became thence- 
forth the prevailing and universal conception. In Latin dialectical 
discourse is almost uniformly designated by disputare and its 
derivatives. 1 Its stylistic aspects are contemplated by Varro in 
his etymology of the word (L. L. VI 63): disputatio et computatio 

cum praepositione a putando, 8 quod valet purum facere 

sic is sermo in quo pure disponuntur verba, ne sit confusus atque 
ut diluceat, dicitur disputare. It is contrasted with the oratorical 
faculty dicere in Brutus 118, in characterization of the Stoic 
orators: omnes fere Stoici prudentissimi in disserendo sunt, et 
id arte faciunt suntque architecti paene verborum : eidem traducti 
a disputando ad dicendurn inopes reperiuntur. Similarly in 
Orator 113: aliud videtur oratio esse aliud disputatio .... 
disputandi ratio et loquendi dialecticorum, oratorum dicendi et 
ornandi. But not only disputare (with its almost technical 
modifier subtiliter) but also docere itself points to identification 
of this function of oratory with dialectical proof. In the treatise 
de Ordine (I 1013, Migne) Augustine calls dialectic the disciplina 
disciplinarum, and proceeding, he says: haec docet docere, haec 
docet discere. With more exact applicability to our purpose 
Quintilian (XII 2, 11), in discussing the divisions of philosophy 
and beginning with the pars dialectica, demands that the orator 
shall possess it : quamquam ea non tarn est minute atque concise 
in actionibus utendum quam in disputationibus, quia non docere 
modo, sed movere etiam ac delectare audientes debet orator. 
Similarly in the Preface 23 dialectic is designated simply as the 
docendi ratio. Finally, a word in regard to elegantia, with which 
the dialectical quality of Laelius' style is comprehended in con- 

1 Cf. Cicero passim. Quintilian ventures disputatrix = dtafenTudi, Augustine 
calls it the ars disputandi. 

2 The text as emended by Pomponius Laetus. 
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trast to the oratorical vis of Galba. It is a usage of the word 
well attested, though not sufficiently regarded, it would seem, 
by the lexicographers. But long ago Ernesti (Clavis Cic. s. v.) 
defined it correctly as subtilitas et acumen dialecticorum et 
philosophorum, and he cites the most noteworthy examples of 
this meaning. In argument it is keenness and subtlety, in style 
finished correctness of grammatical and idiomatic usage, 1 both 
of which meanings are here contemplated. The suggestion of 
ornament which the English word conveys is wholly lacking. 

The two qualities exemplified by Galba and Laelius afford the 
starting point for a large number of the syncritical characteriza- 
tions in the Brutus. Of these the most noteworthy is the juxta- 
position of Cotta and Sulpicius in 201 : quoniam ergo oratorum 
bonorum — hos enim quaerimus — duo genera sunt, unum attenu- 
ate presseque, alterum sublate ampleque dicentium. . . . invenie- 
bat igitur acute Cotta, dicebat pure ac solute .... nihil erat in 
eius oratione nisi sincerum, nihil nisi siccum atque sanum." . . fuit 
Sulpicius vel maxime omnium quos quidem ego audiverim gran- 
dis et, ut ita dicam, tragicus orator. In regard to the historical 
accuracy of this characterization it may be said that the descrip- 
tion of Cotta's style corresponds to what we should expect from 
the considerations thus far presented concerning the origins of 
the plain style. We have derived this style from Theophrastus' 
definition of a \6yot npbs ra irpaynara which should be the linguis- 
tic instrument of philosophical discussion. Under the influence 
of Stoic teachers this style, as the complement of their dialectic, 
had gained a place in rhetoric. Its stylistic development had 
proceeded under the influence of Stoic grammatical and logical 
rules. 3 Now throughout Cicero's works Cotta appears as an 
enthusiastic devotee of philosophy. Furthermore (and this is of 

'Cf. Auct. ad Heren. IV 17 elegantia est quae facit ut unum quidque pure 
et aperte dici videatur (cf. Varro's definition of disputare above) and Brutus 
261 (of Caesar). Elegantia was the watchword of the Atticists and of the 
grammatical purists generally. 

2 In acute the logical acumen of his style is covered, in the remainder of the 
characterization its grammatical and idiomatic purity is emphasized, though 
in regard to these latter epithets it is to be said that their full significance will 
only appear from a review of the Stoic grammatical logical doctrines which 
culminated first in the Atticism of Cicero's time and two centuries later in the 
Archaism of Fronto. 

3 The further explanation of this point must be postponed to another 
occasion. 
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more significance) he was the nephew of the noble Rutilius Rufus 
whose Stoicism found expression not only in his acts but also in 
his oratorical style. It was in defense of his uncle that Cotta 
made his first public appearance as an orator, and we can imagine 
that loyalty to that simplex ratio veritatis (de Or. I 229), which 
characterized Rutilius' speech and did not suffice to save him 
against a corrupt and hostile court, was cherished by the nephew 
as an observance of piety. Sulpicius on the other hand is por- 
trayed as wholly averse to philosophy and - he repudiates its 
claims upon rhetoric even disdainfully. 1 

In similar contrast Crassus and Scaevola are placed in 145 ff. 
In Scaevola, the eminent jurisconsult, the qualities of precise 
and logical argument were especially conspicuous (qui quidem 
cum peracutus esset ad excogitandum quid in iure aut in aequo 
verum aut esset aut non esset), to which corresponded a style of 
singular brevity and suitableness to the matter (turn verbis erat 
ad rem cum summa brevitate mirabiliter aptus) : s qua re fuit nobis 
orator in hoc interpretandi explanandi edisserendi genere mira- 
bilis sic ut simile nihil viderim. The qualities looking to an 
effect outside of the argument itself he did not possess: in 
augendo in ornando in refellendo magis existimator metuendus 
quam admirandus orator. The characterization of the two 
orators in balanced antitheses which follows suggests to Brutus 
that a similar relation exists between Servius Sulpicius and 
Cicero, in which of course Servius is the counterpart of Scaevola 
and Cicero of Crassus. The style of Servius is not character- 
ized in detail, but his superiority to Scaevola is attributed to his 
mastery of dialectic. 8 

It is noteworthy that in the Brutus, although the conventional 
three officia oratoris are defined (185), yet there appears no trace 
of the recognition of three corresponding styles. The oft re- 
peated antitheses are the two which we have studied, though of 
course by no means all the orators are brought under this scheme 
of classification. 

1 De Or. Ill 146-7. He was a man of words, not of matter, Brutus 214. 

2 Cicero selects for mention two of the most characteristic of the five Stoic 
apsral Xoyov — viz. avvroftia (/lefjf avra rd hvaynaXa ntpikxovaa npb( SijKoaiv tow 
npay/iarog) and npkirov (te%tg oiKeia Tip irpayfiaTi = ad rem . . . aptus), Diog. 
Laert. VII 59. 

3 Brutus 153 : hie enim attulit hanc artem omnium artium maximam quasi 
lucem ad ea quae confuse ab aliis aut respondebantur aut agebantur. 

18 
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We have now traced in such outlines as our record affords, the 
growth and gradual recognition of a twofold classification of style 
corresponding to the two aspects of proof, from its first sugges- 
tion by Aristotle to its formulation by Theophrastus, who, how- 
ever' does not yet conceive of his \6yoi npos ™ irpdy/iara as claim- 
ing a place in rhetoric. Under the growing influence of dialectical 
study and of its application to the practical affairs of daily life (in 
which the Stoics were the leaders) the rhetorical theorists took 
the step which neither Aristotle nor Theophrastus had taken, and 
assigned to its proper place in rhetoric the style of exact and 
pragmatic discussion, which had already been defined as appro- 
priate for dialectic and philosophy. As the early Stoics admitted 
as legitimate no other form of argument except that based upon the 
facts of the case, 1 so in like manner they demanded that style confine 
itself to bare utility. But on the whole, the old pre-Aristotelian 
conception of rhetoric as an instrument of emotional transport con- 
tinued naturally and inevitably to be the dominating one, though 
very considerable concessions were made to the demands of 
Aristotle for a more orderly system of argument, a point of view 
which was especially reinforced and reduced to practical rule by 
the Stoics. The result was that in practically all rhetorical teach- 
ing a place was granted, in theory at least, to exact and close 
argument, more or less touched by the science of dialectic (Herma- 
goras), and to a plain straightforward style suited to such ends. 
The common characteristics which all post-Aristotelian treatises 
show 2 go back thus to a synthesis of two influences, the purely 
rhetorical (especially Isocratean) and the philosophical (ulti- 
mately Aristotelian, immediately Stoic). Their combination be- 
longs to a time considerably antecedent to the treatise de Inven- 
tione, which thus describes these two sources of influence : ex his 
duabus diversis sicuti familiis, quarum altera cum versaretur in 
philosophia non nullam rhetoricae quoque artis sibi curam ad- 
sumebat, altera vero omnis in dicendi erat studio et praeceptione 
occupata, unum quoddam est conflatum genus a posterioribus, 
qui ab utrisque ea quae commode dici videbantur in suas artes 
contulerunt (II 8, and see the sections preceding, 6 and 7). 3 

1 Cf. Cic. de Or. I 229 (concerning Rutilius Rufus) and Quint. V preface init. 

2 Cf. note 3 on p. 260 above. 

3 Cf. also Quint. Ill 1, 14: hinc velut diversae secari coeperunt viae. . . . 
atque hinc vel studiosius philosophi quam rhetores, praecipueque Stoicorum 
ac Peripateticorum principes. The words which follow may perhaps be meant 
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The stylistic problem which we have thus far traced confirms 
the general truth of this passage, which might also be verified 
from other points of view. 1 For we have seen that the plain style 
is due to the demand, originating with the philosophers, for a 
more exact and logical system of argument, while the so-called 
grand style is rhetoric itself in the original conception of it as 

■<\tvxay<oyia. 

As the two styles which we have thus far studied are the lin- 
guistic counterparts of the argument or proof conceived as two- 
fold in character, so the three styles are referred to the threefold 
analysis of the ofncia oratoris — docere, conciliare (delectare), and 
movere. This relationship is expressly recognized by Cicero, 
who says (Or. 69): sed quot ofncia oratoris, tot sunt genera 
dicendi, subtile in probando, modicum in delectando, vehemens 
in flectendo, in quo uno vis omnis oratoris. 2 Whether Cicero 
here speaks with an historical consciousness of the common 
origin of the genera dicendi and the officio, oratoris or not — for 
in rhetorical literature more than in most other subjects historical 
development was obscured by the dogmatic nature of instruction, 
with a consequent vagueness of historical consciousness — we may 
at any rate feel confident that this utterance represents the actual 
state of rhetorical theory in Cicero's time. That such was the 
case Quintilian also expressly attests (XII 10, 59) : quorum (sc. 
tria genera dicendi) tamen ea fere ratio (' theory ') est, ut primum 
docendi, secundum movendi etc. . . . praestare videatur officium. 
To the same point of view, Dionysius gives evidence in charac- 
terization of the style of Isocrates, which as containing elements 
of the plain and the embellished type of rhetoric he reckons to the 

middle Style (Ae£ir (UKTrj) : eir pep to 8 ( 5 a £ a t tov aKpoarrjv o~a<pc<rraTa 
o ti fioiXotTo, rrjV &it\ijv (toi aKOoytijroi' ipfiTjvtlav erriTrj&ciKi rfjv Au<r('oi>, 
cffffieTo KararrXrj^ao'Bai, ... ttjp tTrl&CTov Kai icaTeo* K€va<Tfi€prjv (fipaotp 

tS>v n(p\ Topylav enpepaKTai. Here may be added also the description 
of the styles which is preserved by Proclus (Photius, Bibliotheca 

239) '• ° T * toS wXacr/iaTor to /Up iarip Io~xpop, ro he abpov, to 8« /xccov. kcu to 

to indicate the synthesis of the two schools : facit deinde velut propriam 
Hermagoras viam, quam plurimi sunt secuti— but they are too vague to base 
definite inferences upon. 

1 Such as the combination of Aristotelian matter with the old Isocratean 
arrangement in such treatises as the Anonymus Seguerianus, or in the second 
half of Arist. Rhet. Ill ; the doctrine of #&7if and imtr&cois etc. 

* The detailed application to the different parts of the oration is outlined in 
Orat. 124 ff. 
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/lev aUpbv (KrrXtjKTtKWTaTov tori Kal KaTftrKevcHrpfVov fiaXiara Kal noirjTiKov eni- 
(paivov KaWos . to Se \<j)(yov . . . f'f aveiplvwv hi fiaWov ovvrjpTrjTai, o8tv as 
iitiitav tois voepois z apiard Trae i<papp.0TTti- The description has 

seemed worth quoting because, while it represents the developed 
doctrine of the three styles, it yet agrees so thoroughly with the 
Theophrastean division from which we started. For it is one of 
the few Greek descriptions in which the function of the x a P aKT vp 
laxvos is explicitly defined, — sc. tow voepoU, ' quae ratione intelle- 
guntur'. These statements, therefore, of Cicero, Quintilian, 
Dionysius and Proclus are in exact agreement with our investiga- 
tion to this point, which has derived the plain style from the 

Xoyor npos ra npayfxara. 

The earliest occurrence of the threefold division is in the 
Auctor ad Herennium (IV 8, nff.). And first, concerning the 
middle style, it will require no other investigation concerning 
its origin than to point out the inevitable rise of a tertium quid 
between the plain and the grand styles. As such the middle 
style is conceived of by this author, 3 by Cicero in the three 
passages of the de Oratore where he touches on this division, 
and also in the Orator 21. The identification of the yivos avBtjpov 
with the middle style 4 is another matter and requires its own 
explanation. 5 But to return to the Auctor ad Herennium. The 
theoretical relationship of the different styles to the parts of the 
oration is not expressly stated, but it is contained in numerous 
implications. In the first place, all three styles will be found 
present in all good oratory. 6 The example of the grand style 

1 A terra which plays a large r61e in divisions of style from the point of view 
of delivery and tone. Its antithesis is ovvrovo;. Cf. the anonymous scholia 
in Aphthonium, Walz II p. 3, 3, where the rpdrcoi prp-opiKcw avayvaaeuv are 
analyzed. They correspond in some measure to the usual divisions of the 
styles — the rpoVof avvrovog to the grand style, the rpon-of avei/iivo( to the plain 
style. The latter (avei/tevof) is described as Sta^sKTm6( re nal dcSaaKaXmbg Kal 
cvfif}m>XtvTi.K6g. Cf. the analysis of voice in Auct. ad Herenn. Ill 13, 23 into 
sermo and contentio, terms which have a large place in the literary criticism 
of Cicero. In de Oflficiis I 133 and II 48 they are the Latin names for the 
Stoic division of speech into iiakiyzadai and ayuviC,eo6<u. 

2 The correction of W. Schmid for yoepol^, Rh. Mus. 49, p. 134, I. 

•IV 8, 11 : mediocris est quae constat ex humiliore neque tamen ex infuma 
et pervulgatissima verborum dignitate. Cicero de Or. Ill 177, 199, 212. 

*Quintilian XII 10, 59 ; Cicero, Orator, 91 ff. 

5 Proclus 1. c. to de fteaov nai rovvo/ia piv drjkol on ueaov earlv anfolv. av&ripbv 
62 nar' ISiav ovs. iart ir'kaaiia,, aXXa aweK^perai Kal avfifiifUKTai rolf elprj/ievocc. 

6 IV 8, 11: sunt igitur tria genera ... in quibus omnis oratio non vitiosa 
consumitur, and cf. 16 extr. 
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given is a peroration ; it is highly figurative (rhetorical questions, 
exclamations), of elaborate stylistic finish, and almost wholly 
?|o> rav Trpayfidrov. The specimen of the middle style is a some- 
what impassioned specimen of argumentation. It would seem to 
belong to the stage of the argument which the author in II 18, 28 
calls the rationis confirmation The example of the plain style 
is not, as we might have expected, a piece of objective and 
colorless argumentation, but a narratio. It is marked by an 
unconstrained conversational tone, corresponding to the charac- 
terization of this form as demissa . . . usque ad usitatissimam 
puri consuetudinem sermonis. But while not argumentative it 
is still pragmatic and free from elaboration or emotional appeal ; 
and it will be recalled that the narratio (p. above) is reckoned to 
the ntpos irpay/iariKov. It should be kept in mind, further, that 
the two aspects of the plain style which may naturally be 
differentiated, a familiar conversational quality and argumentative 
cogency, are both contained in the Greek 8ia\(y«r6at and its 
derivatives, and are both embraced in the Stoic principles of style 
which we have examined (avvrjBeia). Thus ftiaXcxruo} is not only 
for Plato, but even for the later Stoics the art of conversation. 2 
Similarly, under the heading of delivery, in III 13, 23, sermo is 
divided into dignitas demonstratio, narratio and iocatio. It was 
therefore open to the writer to choose as a specimen of the figura 
attenuata either a narratio or a specimen of strict logical argument. 3 
The object of this brief discussion of the three styles as they 
appear in the Auctor ad Herennium has been to show that they 
are thought of as corresponding to the parts of the oration and 

•A complete and perfect argument is divided into five parts: propositio, 
ratio, rationis confirmatio, exornatio and complexio. The analysis is illustrated 
by examples. The ratio est quae causam demonstrat verum esse id quod 
intendimus brevi subiectione ; that is the strict logical proof of the speaker's 
contention. The elaboration and amplification of this proof is the rationis 
confirmatio, of which the example of the figura mediocris seems to be meant 
as a specimen. This, then, is followed by the exornatio qua utimur rei 
honestandae et conlocupletandae causa confirmata argumentatione. The 
example of the exornatio is a highly elaborated piece of rhetoric comparable 
to the illustration of the figura gravis. 

2 Cf. Cic. de Off. I 133 and II 48 on the distinction between sermo and 
contentio. The former is dialectic, the latter is rhetoric. The discussion is 
drawn from Panaetius. 

3 On the examples of this style adduced by Cicero and Augustine see 
below, pp. 274, 277, 279. 
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its several functions: the figura gravis to the exornatio of the 
argument after it has already received logical demonstration 
(that is, ra ?£a> tS>v rr pay iidrav), the figura mediocris to the elabo- 
ration of the simple demonstration, the figura attenuata to the 
narrative and the simple demonstration itself (airo ro wpay/ia). 
By whom the intermediate stage of a middle style was denned 
it is of course impossible to say. We can only say that its origin 
as a natural intermediate step between the two characteristic 
forms is manifest, and that all three styles had been fixed and 
recognized for a considerable time anterior to this treatise. 

From the subsequent history of the three styles I select a few 
aspects such as seem to me significant for the history and original 
meaning of the classification. But first of all I must justify 
myself for naming the Auctor ad Herennium as the first writer 
to present the doctrine of the three styles. For a curious and 
interesting example of the division, which might be reckoned as 
the earliest occurrence of it, is preserved for us by Gellius, who 
in turn draws from Varro. The account (Gellius VI 14) after 
presenting the conventional form of the doctrine, with the Greek 
and Latin terminology and with Latin examples, instances as 
illustrations the members of the embassy of Greek philosophers 
of the year 155: animad versa eadem tripertita varietas est in 
tribus philosophis, quos Athenienses Romam ad senatum lega- 
verant. In the senate they spoke through the medium of an 
interpreter, but before this ipsi seorsum quisque ostentandi 
[fViSei'lear] gratia magno conventu hominum dissertaverunt. Turn 
admirationi fuisse aiunt Rutilius et Polybius philosophorum trium 
sui cuiusque generis facundiam : ' Violenta ' inquiunt ' et rapida 
Carneades dicebat, scita et teretia Critolaus, modesta Diogenes et 
sobria '. The matter is referred, it will be seen, to Rutilius and 
Polybius as sources, whose names, I think, must be understood in 
this way : that Rutilius in his memoirs, criticising (as elsewhere ') 
rhetorical ideals of public speaking from the standpoint of Stoicism 
and plain speech, illustrated the matter by an account of this famous 
embassy derived from a report of Polybius (whether written or 
oral), whose point of view would have been substantially the same 
as his own. As was to have been expected from the severe 
Stoicism which he represented, he condemns the style of Car- 
neades as violenta et rapida (emotional and vehement), of Critolaus 
as clever and elaborated (scita et teretia), reserving praise only 

1 Cic. de Or. I 227 ff. Brutus 79 ff. 
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for Diogenes, the representative of Stoic sobriety and moderation 
of speech (modesta et sobria). As the names are arranged in 
Gellius (Carneades, Critolaus, Diogenes, corresponding, it would 
seem, to Aftpov laxvov jxeaov) Carneades stands as the representative 
of the genus grande, Critolaus and Diogenes as the representa- 
tives of the genus subtile and medium respectively. But in 
Cicero de Or. II 157 ff., where the same embassy is described 
and the styles of the philosophers characterized, it must be 
inferred that Diogenes (as would naturally be expected) stands 
for the genus subtile and Critolaus for the genus medium. 1 The 
divergence of the two accounts indicates, as might be inferred 
from Gellius alone, that Rutilius did not have in mind the three- 
fold analysis of style which we are considering, but merely 
contrasted the sober direct utterance of Diogenes with the 
rhetorical-emotional styles of Critolaus and Carneades. It was 
probably Varro who endeavored to adapt Rutilius' description 
to the current threefold scheme of stylistic theory. 2 

In point of time the three styles are found next in the de 
Oratore III 177, 199, 212. But in all three passages they are al- 
luded to so briefly as to cast no light upon the author's con- 
ception of them or their history. It may be said, however, that 
the middle style is thought of merely as an intermediate stage 
between the other two. It is not until we come to the Orator 
that we find the characteristics of the three styles fully discussed, 
and here let us pause to note briefly the circumstances which con- 
dition Cicero's treatment of them. 

The Orator, as has long been recognized, is not an abstract 
picture of the oratorical ideal, the crown of the edifice begun in 
the de Oratore and continued in the Brutus. For though Cicero 
apparently would have these treatises conceived of as a series, 
yet, in fact, it may confidently be affirmed that the Orator is a 
product of partisan debate, reaffirming with some few essen- 
tial changes in point of view the general position of the de Oratore. 3 

l Cf. II 159 et genus sermonis adfert (Diogenes) non liquidum, non fusum ac 
profluens, sed exile, aridum, concisum atque minutum. 160 Critolaum . . . 
puto plus huic nostro studio prodesse potuisse. 161 Carneadi vero vis in- 
credibilis ilia dicendi et varietas perquam esset optanda nobis. 

5 The possibility that Gellius in excerpting Varro's account has confused 
the positions of Critolaus and Diogenes may be suggested. 

3 The title Orator is, in fact, merely a variation of the earlier title de Oratore. 
In both the professed object is to delineate the ideal picture of the orator. Cf. 
de Or. I 118 sed quia de oratore quaerimus, fingendus est nobis oratione nostra 
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The germs of the conflict with opposing oratorical ideals, ideals 
which were entertained by most of the other eminent orators of 
Rome — Calvus, Brutus,Caesar, Asinius,Servius Sulpicius, Messala, 
Caelius and others — are discernible in many places of the de 
Oratore, but especially in III 38-53. Whether all these named 
are to be called Atticists or not it is certain that they stood for a 
more restrained and pragmatic type of oratory than that rep- 
resented by Cicero and Hortensius. The theoretical and prac- 
tical antitheses between exuberant and restrained rhetoric had 
been present in Rome for fully a century. Apart from the ele- 
ment which Roman character itself gave to these tendencies, 
they may be said to be derived mainly from the rhetoric of Asia 
Minor on the one hand, and from Stoical literary and gram- 
matical theory on the other. Both schools are of nearly equal 
antiquity in Rome, but the influence of Stoicism can be traced 
more accurately and concretely. Crates, the Pergamene master 
and Stoic (168 B. a), Diogenes of Babylon (155) and Panaetius 
(ca. 145) suffice to outline the chronology of this influence. Its 
theoretical position may be inferred from the general Stoic doc- 
trine of style which we have cited above (and which seems to go 
back to Diogenes), and from the discussion of two types of utter- 
ance, sermo and contentio, which Cicero has drawn from Panae- 
tius in de Officiis I 133 and II 48. It is, of course, what we 
should expect: advocacy of plain conversational speech as against 
the vehemence and emotional utterance of conventional rhetoric. 
This doctrine, received into the highest political and social circle 
of Rome, the yoimger Scipio, Laelius and their friends, became 
the starting point of a stylistic and oratorical ideal which we can 
trace through Lucilius, the Scaevolae, Rutilius Rufus, Q. Luta- 
tius Catulus, Cotta, L. Macer (the father of Calvus) down to the 
Atticists and other contemporary opponents of Cicero. 1 But I 
anticipate a matter which to carry conviction demands a much 

detractis omnibus vitiis orator atque omni laude cumulatus. See also I 202, 
and 264. Note also Or. 237 habes meum de oratore iudicium. The current 
conception, which Piderit especially has urged, that the three works represent 
an orderly sequence from the (1) theoretical foundations through the (2) 
historical exemplification to the (3) ideal picture, is purely fanciful. 

1 The sequence of the opposing school of emotional rhetoric is given by 
Cicero himself in his summary of Roman eloquence at the end of the Brutus 
(333): Galba, Lepidus, Carbo, Gracchi, Antonius, Crassus, [Cotta], Sulpicius, 
Hortensius, and the unnamed crown of it all— Cicero. 



ORIGIN AND MEANING OF CHARACTERS OF STYLE. 273 

fuller treatment than can be here accorded to it. Let it suffice to 
have indicated in brief outline that the opponents whom Cicero 
combats are the bearers of a stylistic tradition which goes back 
to the Stoic influences (grammatical and philosophical) received 
by the Scipionic circle. 

Now Cicero, defending himself against the suspicion of Asian- 
ism, is at pains in the Brutus to show that he had early seen the 
dangers and tastelessness of that manner and had deliberately 
abandoned it (313-16). Similarly in the Orator, while not aban- 
doning his preference for the grand style, he is especially bent on 
showing that he has a definite and correct conception of the genus 
subtile, and in consequence he devotes to its description much 
more space than to either of the other styles. From his charac- 
terization some of the most essential elements may be noted. In 
soundness and penetration of argument it is supreme (acutae 
crebraeque sententiae ponentur et nescio unde ex abdito erutae, 
atque in hoc oratore dominabuntur 79) ; it does not aim at charm 
and lavishness of ornament (aberit . . . ornatum illud suave et 
adfluens 79) ; in composition it admits of negligence, as of one 
more concerned for the thought than the word (de re ' hominis 
magis quam de verbis laborantis 77) ; its tone is conversational 
(summissus est et humilis, consuetudinem imitans 76). Cicero's 
characterization is careful and full. He is entirely in sympathy 
with the qualities which he describes, but not as embracing the 
whole equipment of the orator (quern [sc. subtilem] nisi quod 
solum ceteroqui recte quidam vocant Atticum. 83). They fulfil 
but one of the functions of the orator and they fall short of that 
which is his highest and most characteristic trait, the power to 
sway and move — in quo uno vis omnis oratoris (69). The orator 
of the plain style accomplishes the end of instruction (docere) 
and reveals the qualities of the philosopher (ille summissus, quod 
acute et veteratorie dicit, sapiens iam 99), but the greater re- 
wards are not his. 

Sandys remarks on this passage that Cicero obviously has in 
mind Lysias as the type of the orator summissus. The sugges- 
tion doubtless rests on the fact that Dionysius names Lysias as 
the canon of this style. The matter admits neither of demon- 
stration nor of certain refutation. But it may be questioned 
whether Cicero's characterization contemplates chiefly the o0e'A« a 

1 Cf. the Theophrastean npb$ ra izpay/jtara and the Stoic doctrine presented 
below p. 282. 
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— the simple lucidity and transparency of the Lysian or Xeno- 
phontean type. At any rate the example with which Cicero 
illustrates the style looks to pragmatic objectivity rather than to 
simplicity as its characteristic feature. Tota mihi causa pro 
Caecina de verbis interdicti fuit ; res involutas definiendo expli- 
cavimus, ius civile laudavimus, verba ambigua distinximus (102). 
The qualities here described are chiefly dialectical, and in fact no 
one who reads the speech will call the style simple. Objective 
it is and pragmatic, but intricate and hard. The distinction is 
of some importance and it is not too much to say that Cicero's 
choice of illustration with his comment upon it, casts more light 
upon his understanding of the genus subtile than does his 
characterization. It is this quality of exact argumentation which 
is implied in the designation sapiens iam (cited above), since dia- 
lectic is the peculiar instrument of the philosopher, and it appears 
again in the technical dialectical words of description at the end 
of 99 : qui enim nihil potest tranquille, nihil leniter, nihil partite 
definite distincte facete dicere, etc. 

But the plain style, however admirable for its own ends, is in 
itself impotent to effect that ^rvxayayla which is the true goal of 
oratorical effort. This can only be accomplished by the grand 
style which is in fact oratory itself. It was only this style which 
had won for eloquence place and historical significance in public 
life : hie est enim cuius ornatum dicendi et copiam admiratae 
gentes eloquentiam in civitatibus plurimum valere passae sunt 
(98). Because of this power it must, in any relative ranking 
of the styles, be placed first (at vero hie noster quern principem 
ponimus 99), a point of view to which Quintilian also bears evi- 
dence (XII 10, 63) : quare si ex tribus his generibus necessario 
sit eligendum unum quis dubitet hoc praeferre omnibus : for it 
alone represents true oratorical power — haec est vere dicendi 
facultas (ib. 65). Its emotional power raises it above the neces- 
sity of objective argument — hoc dicente iudex . . . per omnes 
adfectus tractus hue atque illuc sequetur nee doceri desiderabit. 1 

It was this distinction between objective persuasion (fides) and 
the emotional effect which rises above persuasion and renders it 

1 Cf. t£/h vipovc 1 , 4 ov yap «f mtdi) tovi; anpoupihovq aXk' ei; cuaraaw ayei rd 
vireptpva (sublimitas) ; and especially 15, 9 )} prjToptmj <pa.VTa.ola . . . naTaiupva- 
iikvr} fievroi rale ffpayfiaTinait; £iux£Lpv°~ €GiV ov Treidei tov anpoaTrjv fwvov, dXAd teal 
dovTiovrai ; also 15, 10 a/ia yap r<j> ■n-pay/j.ariK^i mixs-ipiiv pr/rap netyavTaoTai, did 
tov tov Tr£i&£iv bpov vTrepj3e[37]Kev ru "XfififiaTi. 
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superfluous (motus) x which was the basis of Theophrastus' defi- 
nition of the two types Of Adyor: the one itpos ra rtpdypara, vnep &v 
6 \iyav irtlirai irporidcTtxi roiis aKpoapivovs and the Other irpos roif 

aKpoaixhovs, which with all the resources of literary art seeks rja-al 

re toi> aKpoarrjv kcu eKirXi)£<u Ka\ rrpos rrjv irft8a> \€ipaOivra ?^«i'. s The 

wide difference between these two styles Theophrastus indicates 
by putting the latter in the same category with poetry. Indeed 
the conception of true eloquence as a kind of poetry in prose 
was the very origin of the rhetorical style as Aristotle says, 3 and 
never ceased to be the accepted conception in circles uninfluenced 
by the rationalistic protest of some philosophical school. Abund- 
ant evidence on this point is available and has been put together 
by Norden.* It was from this point of view that Theophrastus 
(whom Quintilian quotes X 1, 27) said: plurimum oratori con- 
ferre lectionem poetarum, and the rhetorician adds truly: multi- 
que eius iudicium sequuntur. Cicero too bears evidence to his 
realization of the wide difference between this style and the others: 
sed multum interest inter hoc dicendi genus et superiora (Or. 98). 
From such considerations of the total difference between the 
pragmatic and the emotional styles there arose a doctrine of their 
irreconcilability, which has a curious antiquarian interest of its 
own, but which need here only be mentioned in illustration of the 
general principle of their fundamental divergence. 5 

1 The terminology is drawn from Cic. Part. Oratoriae. Cf. irel&uv in the 
passages cited in the preceding note. 

5 Compare the phrase with the passage of ircpl injxnic cited in note above . 
ov Kii&ci tov anpoarqv fidvov aXka kcX iovloirai. Note also the similar contrast 
expressed in each by npdy/iara, npayp.aTw6;. For the whole text of the 
fragment of Theophrastus, see above p. 255. 

8 Rhet. Ill, 1 extr. 

4 Antike Kunstprosa I pp. 30 + 75 ff. 

5 The principal passages are these: Dionys. deDem. 2 (of Thucydides and 
Lysias as the representatives of the two extremes of style) ko6' b di loot aXkifhuv 
rjoav dre/leif. The point of view of Dionysius may be illustrated by com- 
parison with de Isaeo 19 and 20 where the representatives of the two styles are 
grouped under the headings ■koititikoI and aKpt(3eic More explicit is Demetrius 
(de Eloc. 36) who in defining four unmixed styles and their possible combi- 
nations says : /i6vo( Si 6 fieya?Mirpeir7/<; (xapanTyp) rij> ioxvy oil fiiyvvrat, aW aavep 
av&eoTarov ml avriiceio&ov ivavnuTaru. For this reason therefore some had 
held that these are the only two fundamental styles, and that the rest are 
merely intervals between them. The point of view is refuted at some length 
by Hermogenes II 316 (Spengel) and perhaps also by Cicero de Or. Ill 
175-177. 
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But although the conception of the plain style has its origin in 
the antithesis of pragmatic objective utterance to the language of 
emotional effect, yet it is by no means always true that the 
descriptions of the plain style reveal this conception. In fact 
some of the fullest do not, as for instance that of Demetrius de 
Eloc, who still bears evidence to the fundamental twofold division. 1 
Instead of a plain style the x a P aKT W »Vy*o'r becomes a style of 
simple elegance — a natural development enough when once the 
Atticists had begun to cast about for early examples of this style 
and found them in Lysias, Xenophon, Ctesias and others. 
Thenceforward in most of our sources the dominant character- 
istics recognized in it were formal and essentially rhetorical — 
a<f>e\(ia, x<*P ls > etc - — rather than argumentative and dialectical. 
This can be seen most objectively perhaps in the rhetoric of 
Aristeides, the sophist of the second century, who defines two 
characters of style, the \6yos wo\itik6s of which Demosthenes is 
the supreme type, and the Xd-yos dqbeXijs which is illustrated chiefly 
from the Memorabilia of Xenophon. 2 

Without pausing to examine the evidence of numerous earlier 
writers which may be adduced for our purpose, 3 I would turn 
now to St. Augustine in whose works the conception of the plain 
style as the literary form of dialectical argument or proof appears 
with especial clearness ; it is accompanied also by a theoretical 
doctrine of the distinction between this style and the language of 
emotional or sensuous appeal, which will be of service to us in 
understanding the development of the theory of the styles. 

I shall call attention first to some passages of Augustine which 
distinguish in a stylistic way between dialectic and rhetoric. In 
the controversial treatise Contra Cresconium Donatistam (vol. IX. 
Migne coll. 445-6) we learn that Cresconius had warned his 
readers against the charm of Augustine's style and his rhetorical 
skill. Augustine replies with the Stoic conception of eloquence : 
facultas dicendi est, congruenter explicans quae sentimus; qua 

1 See passage cited in note 5 p. 275. 

2 The matter demands however fuller investigation. 

3 But note Tacitus Dial. 31 : suntapud quos adstrictum et collectum singula 
statim argumenta concludens dicendi genus plus fidei meretur : apud hos 
dedisse operam dialecticae proficiet. See also the interesting polemical utter- 
ances of Quintilian in V 14, 27-33, directed against a school which in the 
treatment of the argument was dialectical (27 and 32), and affected the manner 
of the ancients; in style plain and direct (33). 
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tunc utendum est cum recta sentimus. It is good or bad accord- 
ing to the nature of its utterances, not in itself (i, 2). Cresconius 
himself has shown by his own eloquence in assailing eloquence 
that his attack on this point is contentious rather than sincere 
(2, 3). Similarly in regard to dialectic Cresconius has sought to 
prejudice his followers by warning them to beware of Augustine's 
skill, as if it were some pagan trick incongruous with the Christian 
character (13, 16). But in fact what is dialectic except skilful 
argumentation (peritia disputandi); and indeed just such art as 
Cresconius himself is using against Augustine : inspicio sermonem 
tuum, istum ipsum quern ad me scripsisti; video te quaedam 
copiose ornateque explicare, hoc est eloquenter : quaedam vero 
subtiliter arguteque disserere hoc est dialectice. Cresconius has 
sought to impose on the ignorance of his audience by inveighing 
against rhetoric and dialectic, both of which he thus employs in a 
false and sophistical way (14, 17 extr.). 

The true dialectician uses the art for the necessary purpose of 
distinguishing between the true and the false (15, 19), and of this 
art, as of true eloquence, the Holy Scriptures afford abundant 
examples (14, 18). 1 Hoc ille verus disputator si late diffuseque 
faciat, eloquenter facit, alioque tunc censetur augeturquevocabulo, 
ut dictor potius quam disputator vocetur; sicut ilium locum 
Apostolus copiose dilatat atque diffundit (16, 20): 'in omnibus' 
inquit (II Cor. 6, 4-10) ' commendantes nosmetipsos ut Dei 
ministros, in multa patientia, in tribulationibus, in angustiis, in 
plagis, in carceribus,' etc. — a passage of such resonant and 
triumphant rhetoric in the Latin version which Augustine uses 
that it is hard to refrain from citing it in full. Upon this he 
comments : quid enim hoc stilo apostolico uberius et ornatius, id 
est eloquentius, facile invenis ? 

Turning then to examples of dialectic he continues : si autem 
presse atque constricte, magis eum disputatorem quam dictorem 
appellare consueverunt : qualiter agit idem Apostolus de circum- 
cisione et praeputio patris Abraham, vel distinctione legis et 
gratiae. 

My purpose in setting forth this discussion has been to show 
as nearly as possible by concrete examples Augustine's con- 
ception of the practical distinction between dialectic and rhetoric. 

1 Augustine demonstrates the presence of dialectic in the Scriptures by 
citing passages in which the word disputare occurs; the argument is captious, 
but interesting as revealing the technical character of the word. 
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Some passages of the treatise of Cresconius were rhetoric (elo- 
quentia), others were dialectic. Examples from Cresconius he 
does not give (and we can well enough spare them), but the 
superb specimen of St. Paul's eloquence, contrasted with the 
close objective argumentation of the other passages of Scripture 
which are designated as dialectic, makes it clear that from a 
linguistic point of view the distinction between the two forms of 
presentation is a distinction between two types of literary style. 
The theoretical principle of differentiation as explained by 
Augustine himself we shall examine presently. 

The treatise De Doctrina Christiana deals with the method of 
interpretation and exposition of Christian doctrine. 1 It is a 
work of much interest for the personality of Augustine as well 
as for the history of Christian rhetoric, and deserves more 
thorough and historical interpretation than it has received. 2 The 
fourth book, which deals with the question of presentation or 
style, is perhaps of most general interest. A portion of it I shall 
here take up in which the doctrine of the three styles is applied 
to Christian eloquence. 

In book II 41 (I cite by the smaller divisions of Migne) 
Augustine has reviewed briefly the value of the various dis- 
ciplines for the Christian teacher. After a rather full discussion 
of dialectic (48-53), he turns briefly to rhetoric in 54: sunt etiam 
quaedam praecepta uberioris disputationis, quae iam eloquentia 
nominatur. To these two arts the duty of the Christian orator 
corresponds (IV 6). If his auditors require instruction, by 
narrative or argument the necessary facts and conclusions are to be 
placed before them ; but if they require that the knowledge which 
they already have shall be transmuted into action (moveri), 
then there is need of eloquence (maioribus dicendi viribus opus 
est 3 .) The underlying distinction here is, it will be seen, the 
distinction between dialectic and rhetoric, and in the paragraphs 
which follow (7 and 8) the adverbs sapienter and eloquenter 
continue the same antithesis. 

■Il: duae sunt res quibus nititur oranis tractatio Scripturarum : modus 
inveniendi quae intelligenda sunt (= books I— III) et modus proferendi quae 
intellecta sunt (= book IV). 

5 The treatises of Ferd. Colincamp, La Methode Oratoire dans St. Augustine 
(Diss. Paris 1848), and of A. Lezat, De Oratore Christiano apud St. Aug. (ib. 
1 871), are serviceable for a general introduction to the subject. 

3 Ibid. extr. Ibi observationes et increpationes, concitationes et coercitiones 
et quaecumque alia valent ad commovendos animos sunt necessaria. 



ORIGIN AND MEANING OF CHARACTERS OF STYLE. 279 

Without following further the intervening argument, I pass 
now to 27, which introduces the three Ciceronian officia oratoris. 
Dixit ergo quidam eloquens et verum dixit ita dicere debere 
eloquentem ut doceat ut delectet ut flectat. The relationship 
of these three functions is defined with reference to the distinction 
drawn in II 55 between dialectic and rhetoric : horum trium quod 
primo loco positum est, hoc est docendi necessitas, in rebus est 
constituta quas dicimus ; reliqua duo, in modo quo dicimus. 1 
That is, of the three functions of the orator, docere falls in the 
province of the dialectician, delectare and movere of the rheto- 
rician. The first per se may wholly disregard form if only the 
speaker conveys his thought to the mind of another (si vero 
intellectus est, quocumque modo dixerit, dixit). But the auditor 
is not always patient to listen, nor, though he knows the truth, 
is he always moved to carry it into effect: sicut est autem ut 
teneatur ad audiendum delectandus auditor, ita flectendus ut 
moveatur ad agendum (27 extr.). 

To these three functions correspond the three styles, the 
relation of which to the officia oratoris is described in words 
adapted from Cicero (34 extr.) : is erit eloquens qui ut doceat 
poterit parva submisse, ut delectet modica temperate, ut flectat 
magna granditer dicere. In explanation of the words parva 
submisse Augustine digresses (35) to point out that the Christian 
preacher has always to do with great subject-matter, lest the 
words of Cicero should mislead ; but though his theme is always 
great, yet it must not always be treated in the grand style: for 
where there is need of instruction, even in great matters, the 
style should be plain and subdued (38 ink.). For example, the 
explanation of the unity of the Trinity requires careful discussion 
(disputatione) in order that a difficult subject may be apprehended 
as clearly as possible : here is no place for the ornaments of style, 
but only for explanation and demonstration (38). 

In 39 Augustine passes over to a more detailed characterization 
of the three styles on the basis of "examples chosen from Holy 
Scripture. The dictio submissa is first illustrated with passages 
drawn from the third and fourth chapters of Paul to the Galatians. 
They are typical specimens of the close logical manner of St. 
Paul, exactly similar to the kind of discussions which Augustine 
said in his reply to Cresconius show the presence of dialectic in 

1 See the formulation of this distinction in the de Dialectica, p. 283 below. 
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the sacred writings (see above p. 277). The characteristics of 
the examples chosen are explained by intercalated observations. 
The first is more narrative and didactic, the second argumentative, 
and as it proceeds it clears the ground by the anticipation of 
objections or difficulties which might occur to the reader. The 
strict dialectical character of the style is commented on as 
follows: pertinet ergo ad docendi curam non solum aperire clausa 
et nodos solvere quaestionum, sed etiam dum hoc agitur, aliis 
quaestionibus, quae fortassis inciderint, ne id quod dicimus impro- 
betur per illas aut refellatur, occurrere. 

It will be seen from the examples cited and from the charac- 
terizing words of Augustine that the dictio submissa is scarcely 
what we should call a simple style (\6yos dfaXrjs) , nor would it, I 
think, occur to the modern reader to instance passages of close 
reasoning in Paul's Epistles as examples of such a style. One 
might have looked more naturally for some simple narrative 
from the Gospels. But in fact not only here, but also in the 
specimens given from Cyprian and Ambrosius the characteristic 
traits are argumentative and are designated as such. 1 Indeed 
this style is conceived of by Augustine as the instrument for the 
most involved and intricate discussion (39 extr.) : fit autem ut 
cum incidentes quaestioni aliae quaestiones, et aliae rursus 
incidentibus incidentes pertractantur atque solvuntur, in earn 
longitudinem ratiocinationis extendatur intentio, ut nisi memoria 
plurimum valeat atque vigeat, ad caput unde agebatur disputator 
redire non possit. It is in short, as the examples and the words of 
characterization show (quaestio, ratiocinatio, disputator), dialectic 
itself looked at from the linguistic side or, in other words, con- 
ceived of as style. The description of Augustine contains not a 
few allusions to or reminiscences of Cicero's treatment of the same 
style in the Orator. In general however the dialectical character 
of the style, which we found implied in some of Cicero's terms 
and especially in his choice of an example (his oration pro 
Caecina), is more strongly emphasized. 2 

1 Cf. 45 (On a passage from Cyprian) : iam solvere incipiens propositam 
quaestionem. 44 (Ambrosius de Spiritu Sancto) : res suscepta . . . rerum 
documenta desiderat. 

2 This may be seen very well by comparison of the following passages, 
Orator 79 : acutae crebraeque sententiae ponentur et nescio unde ex abdito 
erutae; and Augustine 56: plerumque autem dictio ipsa submissa, dum solvit 
difficillimas quaestiones et inopinata manifestatione demonstrat, dum sen- 
tentias acutissimas de nescio quibus quasi cavernis, unde non sperabatur, emit 
et ostendit. 
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In contrast to the genus summissum stand the other two styles, 
the genus medium and the genus grande, corresponding to the 
contrasted functions of the orator: (i) docere and (2) delectare 
and movere. The first of these has to do with the matter of 
eloquence, the other two with the manner (above p. 279). As 
the plain style is thought of as the stylistic aspect of dialectic, so 
the other two styles are in reality but two aspects or phases of 
rhetoric looked at from the standpoint of style. For rhetoric is 
fundamentally conceived of as the art of effecting an emotional 
transport (jrvxayayla) ' which shall take the place of intellectual 
persuasion. Its ends may be accomplished roughly speaking in 
either of two ways : (1) by language relying for effect chiefly 
upon the vivid and emotional conception of the thought (oxwara 
•njs Smyoias), or (2) by the more subtle and sensuous elements of 
sound and rhythm a^ara rfjs Af'|«<»r. 2 In a rough way Demos- 
thenes may be instanced as an example of the former type, 
Isocrates of the latter. With the first of these methods the grand 
style is identified (movere), with the second the middle (delec- 
tare). Like Cicero, Augustine attaches most importance to the 
grand style, which together with the plain style affords the 
Christian orator his essential instruments. These two styles and 
recognition of their aim (quod efficere intendunt) are especially 
necessary for those qui sapienter et eloquenter volunt dicere. 
Examples of the grand style, well chosen and effective, from the 
Epistles of Paul are presented in 42, of which the first (II Cor. 
6,2-11) is the same as was adduced in the polemic against 
Cresconius to show the presence of rhetoric in the sacred writings. 
As in the treatise De Dialectica, to which we shall presently turn, 
the demand is made that the dialectician shall lend color and 
grace to disputation by rhetorical means, and that on the other 
hand the rhetorician shall use the bones and sinews of dialectic 
for the framework of his utterances, so in each of the three styles 
Augustine demands that some qualities of the other two shall be 

1 Plato Phaedrus 271 D: iireidri Tidyov Siivafuc Tvyx&vu Tpvx a 7' j y'' a «&*<>• Cf. 
the interesting paper of Hirzel, Cber das Rhetorische und seine Bedeutung 
bei Plato, Leipzig, 1871. 

* The relation of these two methods to each other is well defined in 42 : 
grande autem dicendi genus hoc maxime distat ab isto genere temperato, quod 
non tam verborum ornatibus comptum est, quam violentum animi affectibus. 
Nam capit etiam ilia ornamenta paene omnia ; sed ea si non habuerit, non 
requirit. 
19 
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present. The genus submissum for instance shall not only be 
listened to with understanding (intelligenter), but also with 
pleasure (libenter), and with persuasion which shall lead to 
action (oboedienter); nolumus enim fastidiri etiam quod sub- 
misse dicimus; ac per hoc volumus non solum intelligenter, 
verum etiam libenter audiri (56). Enough has been presented 
to show that Augustine conceives of the genus submissum as the 
stylistic aspect of dialectic, the genus medium and the genus 
grande as two stylistic aspects of rhetoric. 

But before leaving Augustine I would call attention to a por- 
tion of the treatise De Dialectica, in which is contained an ex- 
plicit theory of the stylistic differences between dialectic and rhet- 
oric, essentially identical with the relation which we have found 
to exist between the genus submissum and the two other styles 
as presented by Augustine. It harks back to the distinction be- 
tween the \6yos ffpos ra irpdyfiara and the \6yos npbs tovs dKpo&nevovs 

of Theophrastus from which we started, and is, in fact, I believe, 
merely a Stoic development and systematization of that doctrine. 
The ultimate differences are derived from the fundamental vis 
verborum (ch. VII): 1 vis verbi est qua cognoscitur quantum 
valeat. valet autem tantum quantum movere audientem potest. 
Porro movet audientem 

aut secundum se 

aut secundum id quod significat 

aut ex utroque communiter. 

I. The first division touches the sensuous or non-intellectual 
aspects of the word : sed cum secundum se movet 

aut ad solum sensum pertinet 
aut ad artem 
aut ad utrumque. 

Of these three divisions the first again receives a twofold sub- 
division: (1) sensus aut naiura movetur aut consuetudine. (a) 
Natura — as when the ear is offended by the harshness of sound 
in ' Artaxerxes ', or is soothed (mulcetur) by the liquid softness of 

1 The treatise was relegated to the spuria by the Benedictines, whom Migne 
follows, placing it in the appendix to vol. I and rendering it often quite un- 
intelligible by careless printing. It is carefully edited and elucidated with 
valuable parallels by W. Crecelius,Elberfeld,i 857 (Program of the Gymnasium). 
It is perhaps best preserved in the famous codex Bernensis no. 363 and is 
therefore now accessible in the splendid Leyden series of photographic 
facsimiles. 
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' Euryalus '. (b) Consuetudine — as when the ear is offended or 
pleased by words which habit or convention has rendered 
disagreeable or pleasing. (2) The division ad artem is not 
perfectly clear, but it seems to cover the recognition of the 
grammatical form of the word, its rhythmical (metrical) value, 
or whatever else concerning words is taught in arte : it does not 
include the meaning or intellectual content of the word. 

II. The second main division, secundum id quod significat 
looks purely to the meaning of words, without reference to the 
sensuous, associative, or emotional effect which they may derive 
from any of the preceding considerations : iam vero non secun- 
dum se sed secundum id quod significat verbum movet quando 
per aurem accepto signo animus nihil aliud quam rem ipsam in- 
tuetur, cuius illud signum est quod accepit : ut cum Augustino 
nominato nihil aliud quam ego ipse cogitor ab eo cui notus sum, 
vel qui alium novit qui Augustinus vocetur. 

III. Both effects may be produced at once (ex utroque com- 
muniter) : tunc et ipsa enuntiatio (= secundum se) et id quod ab 
ea enuntiatur (= secundum id quod significat) simul advertitur. 

From this twofold nature of words are derived two aspects of 
language as a whole, the one looking purely to the expression of 
thought or meaning (enuntiatum), the other to an extra-intel- 
lectual effect of sensuous, associative, or emotional character de- 
pendent upon the form of expression itself (enuntiaiio). The 
two points of view are designated as the characteristic (not ex- 
clusive) aspects of dialectic and rhetoric respectively : cum igitur 
tantam vim tamque multiplicem appareat esse verborum, quam 
breviter pro tempore summatimque attigimus, duplex hinc con- 
sideratio [sensus] nascitur: partim propter explicandam veri- 
tatem, partim propter conservandum decorem ; quorum primum 
ad dialecticum, secundum ad oratorem maxime pertinet. The 
features of language thus defined are unfortunately too often 
separated : quamvis enim nee disputationem deceat ineptam nee 
eloquentiam oporteat esse mendacem, tamen et in ilia [sc. dia- 
lectica] saepe atque adeo paene semper audiendi delicias dis- 
cendi cupido contemnit,et in hac [sc. eloquentia] imperitior multi- 
tude quod ornate dicitur etiam vere dici arbitratur. The ideal is 
for each to borrow something from the characteristic (proprium) 
domain of the other : the two should be inseparably associated 
as are the bones and muscles (dialectic) in relation to the external 
beauty (rhetoric) of the human form : ergo cum appareat quid sit 
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uniuscuiusque proprium, manifestum est et disputatorem, si qua 
ei delectandi cura est rhetorico colore aspergendum et oratorem, 
si veritatem persuadere vult, dialecticis quasi nervis atque ossibus 
esse roborandum, quae ipsa natura in corporibus nostris nee firmi- 
tati viriutn subtrahere potuit nee oculorum offensioni patere 
permisit. 1 

The interest and importance of this chapter of Augustine for 
our inquiry is not slight; for whatever may be thought to-day 
of its ultimate worth, it affords us a more sharply defined and 
explicit theory of the distinction of styles than is elsewhere to my 
knowledge preserved. It is the theory upon which his presenta- 
tion of the three styles in the De Doctrina Christiana is based. 
For there the styles correspond to the officia oratoris; and of 
these the first — docere, in rebus est constitutum quas dicimus : the 
other two in modo quo dicimus (IV 27), a distinction identical 
with that drawn between the content of language (enuntiatum) 
and the form in which this is contained (ipsa enuntiatio). 

It need scarcely be said that this analysis is not original with 
Augustine, but goes back to the source from which the whole 
treatise is drawn. That this source is Stoic and, at latest, con- 
temporary with Varro, is certain. 2 But this Stoic source does not 
represent the actual origin of the ideas here advanced, but drew 
in turn from earlier Peripatetic speculations concerning the rela- 
tion of language to thought and the consequent fundamental 
divisions of style. For the distinction here made between the 
vis verbi secundum se 3 and secundum id quod significat is essen- 
tially no more than an abstract and scholastic version (looking to 
more universal applicability) o( the Theophrastean doctrine of 

'Cf. Quintilian, Prooem. 24 (referring to dialectic — ratio docendi): nam 
plerumque nudae illae artes nimiae subtilitatis adfectatione frangunt atque 
concidunt quidquid est in oratione generosius et omnem sucum ingenii bibunt 
et ossa detegunt: quae ut esse adstringi nervis suis debent, sic corpore operi- 
enda sunt. 

2 Varro is recognized as the probable source of the treatise by Wilmanns, 
de Varronis lib. gram. pp. 16-19. Reitzenstein, M. Ter. Varro (Leipz., 1901) 
p. 75, seeks to show that the treatise is an excerpt from De Lingua Latina I. 
Cf. also R. Schmidt, Gram. Stoicorum p. 26 ff., and Sandys, Hist, of CI. Scholar- 
ship, p. 224, note I. For some earlier allusions to the general doctrine see 
note, p. 285. 

3 It need scarcely be said the doctrine is not confined to the single word, 
but extends to the whole artistic structure of language — figures, rhythm, 
periodicity, etc. 
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the Xoyor irpbs rovs anpoapivovs and the \6yot trpos to irpaypxvra, from 

which we started. 

We have seen that in Augustine's account the value of the 
word or form of speech secundum se is something independent 
of or superinduced upon the meaning or intellectual content 
itself; something which from its sensuous (natura) or associa- 
tive (consuetudine) significance we may call in a general way its 
emotional power. It is from the same point of view that Theo- 
phrastus defines the nature of the \6yos np6s roi/s a/tpompevovs. For 
in the same way it takes into account only as one of two consid- 
erations the actual meaning conveyed to the listeners, ofr km <n)- 
P-aivti n. Its primary function and characteristic is to select words 
which shall be more impressive and beautiful (o-epvoTtpa) than the 
proper or common (xoiva nal 8e&tjpevpe'va) ones with which the 
thought itself might be most accurately expressed; 1 to weave 
these into such harmonious combinations (<«u raCra ivappovlas 
<rvpn\fKfiv) as to delight and sway the listener (Jjaat ko\ «WXijgm), 
who is thus overmastered and does not demand intellectual 

persuasion (n-por t^v iru6i> xeipadevra \t6v aftpoariyi'J e\(iv). 2 

The \6yot npos ra Trpdypara on the other hand corresponds 
exactly to the doctrine set forth under the caption secundum 
id quod significat. Both points of view contemplate a use of 
language merely as a medium for the communication of thought 
(npdypara, res): secundum id quod significat verbum movet 
quando per aurem accepto signo animus nihil aliud quam rem 
ipsam (airo to irpaypa) intuetur, cuius illud signum est quod 
accepit. 3 As in Augustine this function of language is employed 

1 Cf. Arist. Poetics, 22 init. cited p. 254. 

2 Cf. Augustine's similar comment, with the Stoic reprobation of such effect 
(1. c. 8 extr.) : imperitior multitudo quod ornate dicitur etiam vere dici arbi- 
trator. The Theophrastean designation »rp6c rotif aKpoo/iivov; is suggested by 
Augustine's words audiendi delicias referring to the language of rhetoric, and 
by the constant appeal to the ear in the division secundum se. 

3 The same point of view is contained in Quintilian VIII 2, 6: proprietas 
non ad nomen sed ad vim significandi refertur, nee auditu sed intellectu per- 
pendenda est, with which compare especiallyCic.de Or. Ill 150. Cf. Orat. 
80: probatur in propriis usitatisque verbis quod aut optime sonat aut rem 
maxime explanat. There are many passages of this kind which call for more 
careful collection and comparison. Cf. Part. Orat. 17, and Quint. VIII 3,16 ff. 
It is against such a background of more or less elaborate theory that the res 
of philosophy are contrasted with the verba of rhetoric (and grammar). Cic. 
Orat. 51 : quod si in philosophia tantum interest quem ad modum dicas, ubi 
res spectator, non verba penduntur, etc. Cf. Aristeides (Spg. II 500, 27): orav 
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propter explicandam veritatem and is therefore the peculiar 
instrument of the dialectician, so in Theophrastus the division 
n-poy to irpaypara. will be the special concern of the philosopher 
(6 cf>i\6<ro<f>oc n-poijyov/ufKar fn-i^eAijo-erai) refuting the false and setting 

forth the true (to re ijtevSoc 8te\e'yx<ov Kai to ahr/Bec anabeinvvs). 

The identification of the style of elaborate and florid embellish- 
ment with the genus medium is one of the earliest distortions of this 
fundamental theory. It was recognized in antiquity as a distortion, 
and criticised in the words of Proclus cited above (p. 286, n. 5). 
Dismissing for the moment consideration of the reasons for 
this identification, let us note (as was suggested above p. 281) 
that in reality this conception of the genus medium is merely as 
one type of rhetorical style, co-ordinate with the emotional form 
which more and more usurped the designation of the grand style. 
The florid and embellished style is in no essential sense an inter- 
mediate stage between the other two, and indeed in stylistic 
elaboration it is furthest removed from the plain style. It is the 
Gorgianic rhetoric as developed by Isocrates and his school. 
Demetrius of Phaleron is Cicero's example of the type, and its 
provenance in general is correctly indicated by him in Orator 96 : 
hoc totum e sophistarum fontibus defluxit in forum. 1 The 
anomaly of its designation as a middle style he suggests in the 
same place: spretum a subtilibus, repulsum a gravibus, in ea 
de qua loquor mediocritate consedit — that is, as one may infer, it 
took the only place that was left. In Cicero's theory this analysis 
of the rhetorical style into two forms corresponds to the two 
officia oratoris which he designates in the Orator as delectare and 
movere. As docere is the philosophical or dialectical feature of 
the orator's art (docendi necessitas in rebus est constituta) so the 
other two are its characteristically rhetorical aspects (reliqua duo in 
modo quo dicimus). 2 Both were contemplated in Theophrastus' 
\6yos npos robs aKpotofiepovs the function of which was to please 

Tjf /irj (jtiXoTijifp-cu »rpof ttjv M^tv, d^Ad nai 7rpof rd Tzpayfiara a-KofHeiry. See also 
Seneca Epp. 100, 10 and 11, and especially Quint. VIII 3, 11-13 for the range 
of the vis verbi secundum se. For this latter phrase cf. Ammonius In Arist. de 
Interp. p. 65 , 5 (Busse) : 01 tovtov ( sc. pijTopmij and TtoiiiriKi]) eKaripav emTt/deiiovrec 
■rrepi re rove Xoyovc avrovc KO.-&' aiiTov( exovai, pijTopct; filv roiic pvdpobc 
avriiv nai ra( wepiodovc xal rd axW ara TroXvirpaypovovvrec, ypappariKol Si htX. 

1 With this compare the descriptions of the style of the sophists in Orat. 
38 and 65. 

2 Aug. de Doctr. Chr. IV 27. 
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(3l<rai) and to move («caT(MrAij£ao-0a«)- The point of view is of the 
widest diffusion in ancient theory, but brief illustration of it will 
not perhaps be superfluous. 

The elements are perhaps nowhere so sharply defined positively 
as they are indicated negatively in a definition of the stylistic error 
tcaKofrXia, which Diomedes (451, 10) preserves: haec fit aut nimio 
culttt aut nimio tumore, a scheme of analysis which corresponds 
exactly to Cicero's division of the Asiatic rhetoric into two types 
(Brutus 325): unum sententiosum et argutum, sententiis non tarn 
gravibus et severis quam concinnis et venustis. Aliud . . . non 
tam sententiis frequentatum quam verbis volucre atque incitatum 
(and a little later — sententiarum venustas and orationis cursus). 
Both make appeal to the emotions in the widest sense, the one 
primarily by ornateness of stylistic form (cultus), the other by 
vehemence and passion of conception and utterance (tumor, vis). 1 

Both types reach far back into the history of rhetoric and in 
fact, perhaps, stand side by side at the very beginning of it, in 
the persons of Gorgias and Thrasymachus, if we may extricate 
the latter from the ill-fated association with Gorgias which is 
common in most of our later sources. 2 But the theoretical dif- 
ferentiation of the two rhetorical styles thus represented belongs 
apparently to a time subsequent to Theophrastus, when the fame 
of Demosthenes was beginning to encroach upon the long suprem- 
acy of Isocrates. It may have been suggested by the Aristote- 
lian distinction between the \4£is yptupacrj and iyavumiaj as defined 
in Rhet. Ill 12. In such case the X«£»r ypafyiKJ} came early to be 
almost synonymous with Xe'£t? eViSeiKruc; (embracing history), 
which as Aristotle had said was ypa<piKa>Tart]. 3 But it seems to me 
more likely that it depends upon some theoretical division such 
as is hinted at in the fragment of Theophrastus.* But however ' 

1 Cf. Augustine de Doctr. Chr. IV 42 : grande autem dicendi genus hoc 
raaxime distat ab isto genere temperato, quod non tam verborum ornatibus 
comptum est, quam violentum animi affectibus. Nam capit etiam ilia orna- 
menta paene omnia, sed ea si non habuerit non requirit. 

2 This interpretation of Thrasymachus is based upon Plato, Phaedrus 267 C 
and is developed by Schwartz, De Thrasymacho Chalcedonio, Progr. Rostock, 
1892. 

3 In de Or. II 94 the pupils of Isocrates are partim in pompa (iniSeiKTiKoi) 
partim in acie (ayavwrinoi) inlustres. The same ones in Or. 40 are partim 
in scribendo partim in dicendo principes. 

* One is tempted to put in this connection the two goals of literary art which 
Dionysius defines in de Comp. 10, f) re f/Smni nal rb KaXov, making them the 
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we explain the origins of this distinction it is certain that at a 
later time the doctrine of the figures contributed most to the 
sharpness of definition of the two types : the axwara A/|«or char- 
acterizing the genus floridum, the axwara Siavoiac the genus 
grande.' For the designation of the genus floridum as a middle 
style I have been able to find no cogent reason, unless it be with 
reference to delivery, where the smooth and relaxed (drcifuVor) 
tone might seem to place this style nearer to the conversational 
manner of the pragmatic style than to the vigor and tenseness 
(arvvrovos) of the genus grande. 

Concerning the Greek names for the stylistic characters, iV^or 
and dopos, which seem to be the most fixed and constant designa- 
tions amidst a large variety of other terms, they are of course 
metaphors drawn from the human form. From the normal 
standpoint of Greek artistic feeling, as well as from the actual 
usage of the words, it would seem probable that lax™' was 
originally a term of reproach or contempt set over against dSpos 
with its implication of praise or admiration. One might con- 
jecture, in short, that lo-xvos (Adyoy) was originally the contemptuous 
designation with which the rhetorician spoke of the dry and 
meagre language of his rival the philosopher. It is at any rate 
true that the reproaches which the rhetoricians direct against the 
language of philosophy are of this character (sermo tenuis, 
exsanguis, exilis, aridus, etc.). Accordingly, Dialectica in Mar- 
tianus Capella is pallidior (328) femina contractions corporis 

criterion for determination of the two forms of composition, the ovvdeais 
yTaipvpa and avarr/pa. The analysis of the qualities belonging to r/dovrj (ch. 11) 
reveals essentially the qualities of the middle style conceived of as a genus 
floridum ; the qualities assigned to to naMv (ib.) are those which belong rather 
to the grand style — ticyalonpinua, papo(, oep.voAoy'ia y a^iopa — though in the 
nature of things in a treatise de compositione the purely stylistic aspects of 
the matter predominate over the emotional features of the style. It is certain y 
however, that there is a relationship between Dionysius' two types of com- 
position and the two forms of the grand style which are defined by Fortuna- 
tianus (R. L. M. p. 126): ddpbv uniforme est ? non ; nam est aut avaTTipbv aut 
dvdripdv. It is the same analysis which Cicero gives in Orator 20, dividing the 
grand style into two forms : (1) alii aspera tristi horrida oratione, (2) alii levi et 
structa et terminata. 

■Cf. Cic. Or. 95: in idem (medium) genus orationis verborum cadunt 
lumina omnia, multa etiam sententiarum. The latter, however, belong essen- 
tially to the style of vehemence, and to their skilful use was attributed the- 
superiority of Demosthenes (Or. 136 and Brutus 141). 
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(329), in contrast to Rhetorica, who is sublimissimi corporis 
(426), opimi oris (337). 

There are of course many other special problems connected 
with our subject which call for explanation. But the limits of 
space here available forbid further discussion. The origin of the 
related faults of style (napeK$aous) 1 I have explained in an earlier 
study by reference of them to the Peripatetic conception of the 
excess in relation to the mean of style. It was applied first only 
to language of rhetorical elaboration (Xo'yor npos roiis aKpoapevovt), 
and the transgression of the mean in the direction of excess is 
designated by Aristotle and Theophrastus as to tyvxpov, ^vxportji. 
After the recognition of the plain and the middle (or other) styles 
it was transferred to them also. 

The prevailing ideas concerning the characters are derived 
from Dionysius, who makes the middle style the most admirable. 
The point of view has seemed a natural Peripatetic one, in view 
of which the general designation in our other sources (Cicero, 
Quintilian, Demetrius, Ps.-Longinus, Augustine) of the grand 
style as pre-eminent has seemed remarkable and distorted. 
The difficulty, however, disappears when it becomes clear that 
our styles (whether three or more) represent a fundamental two- 
fold analysis, so that the pre-eminence awarded to the grand 
style is merely recognition of its original character as artistic 
prose, in contrast to language purely as a vehicle of thought. 

The development of the idea of ornament in the plain -style is 
perhaps the most important problem which we have left un- 
explained. It cannot be undertaken here, but, briefly indicated, 
it involves a study of the Stoic attitude toward style from its 
original protest against any other conception of language than 
as a servant of thought, to its gradual recognition of the psycho- 
logical justification of considerations of a sensuous and emotional 
character. 

One other point should be noted. As I have suggested above 
that the figures of language and of thought were an important 
factor in giving theoretical definition to two types of rhetorical 
style, so it should be pointed out that the simple enunciative 

form Of language (Xoyos airocpai-TiKos, which is ao-xil^aTiap-fvos) is 

looked upon as the normal type of the plain style. Indeed, the 
significance of the figures, and especially of the figures of thought, 

1 The Peripatetic Mean of Style, etc. A. J. P. XXV (1904) p. 140. 
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for ancient theories of style can scarcely be exaggerated. Some 
phases of the subject I shall revert to at another time. 

The styles are not originally thought of as types of individualism 
(x<ipaier>jp«), but rather as aspects of oratorical language as a 
whole, which in any ideal sense will combine with the language 
of emotion passages of exact reasoning and objective presenta- 
tion. But as the one aspect would prevail over the other accord- 
ing to individual temperament and ability, so the elements of an 
abstract analysis of \6yos came to be looked upon as marks of in- 
dividuality, that is, x<*paKTrjpes, and thus passed into the service of 
literary classification or criticism. This development is, in fact, 
attested by our record, since, as we have seen, in the earliest ex- 
ample of the developed doctrine of the style (the Rhetorica ad 
Herennium) all three* forms are thought of as an essential part of 
every stylistic product, and furthermore they are designated not 
as x a p a *TTjpes but as <rxw a ™ (figurae). A perfect synthesis of the 
two elements of logical exactness and emotional effect would not 
naturally often be found. But Dionysius believed that such an 
embodiment of the two main aspects ot style was to be found in 
Demosthenes, and to the synthesis of them he gives the name of 
the middle style. The interpretation was inspired by a super- 
ficial conception of the Peripatetic idea of the fito-dnjs, 1 but it was 
misleading and has been the chief source of the mistaken con- 
ceptions of the matter which now prevail. 

The whole subject may be summarized by saying (with the 
qualifications which I have indicated in the preceding study) that 
the grand style is rhetoric itself in the original conception of it 
as an instrument of emotional transport (^vxayayia), the plain 
style is dialectic, the middle style a tertium quid intermediate 
between them. The history of rhetoric has many modifications 
of this simple underlying conception to record, but the only one 
which need be recalled here is the fact that the rhetorical style 
was further differentiated into two forms, the one of stylistic finish 
and elaboration (cultus), the other of vehemence and passion 
(vis). From the recognized pre-eminence of Demosthenes the 
latter type more and more usurped the designation of the grand 
style, while the former came to be known as the middle style. 

G. L. Hendrickson. 

1 As I have explained before, A. J. P. XXV (1904) p. 145. 
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Correction. — Little did I think when I commented some years ago on the 
lapse of an eminent scholar, who confounded Strepsiades and Pheidippides 
(Curtius, Studien, I 2, 275), that one day some editorial Puck would get astride 
of my pen and make me write 'Acharnian' for ' Megarian', as happened in 
the last number of the Journal (p. 242, 1. 5). In my handwriting, it is true, 
Acharnian and Megarian are not so far apart, but I will not saddle printer or 
proofreader with my inadvertencies. Nor will I say that to the Greek 
scholar the error corrects itself, as the dialect is Megarian. Else Professor 
Humphreys would not have called my attention to the matter, /xtra kcu t6Se 
roiai jeve<7&u. 



